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FOREWORD 
-------- --------
Under  Articles  117  et  seq.  of  the  Treaty of  Rome,  the  Commission 
has  the  task of  taking  a  certain number  of  measures  with  a  view  ~  in 
particular,  to promoting  the  harmonization  of national  social policies. 
Studies  carried out  at  Community  Level  can  make  a  contribution to the 
achievement  of  this objective by  focusing  attention on  the  common  problems 
arising in  the  various  Member  States.· 
One  of  these  problems,  the  changing  structure of  the  population, 
has  a  fundamental  influence' on  the  future  development  of  social  security 
systems.  For  this  reason,  the  Commission  set  up  a  working  party to  study 
this problem.  This  working  party,  whic~ consists  of  indepe~dent experts, 
instructed one  of  its members,  Professor  M.A.  COPPIN!  ot the University 
of  Rome,  to  express  the  effects of  these  demographic  changes  in  quantitative 
terms.  The  resulting  study is  publi~hed here. 
We  are all  familiar  with  the  work  carried out  by  the Statistical 
Office  of  the  European  Communities  in  connection  with  the  "Social  Accounts", 
and  with  the  medium-term  forecasts  of  social  expenditure  published  by  the 
Commission  ("European  Social  Budget").  There  are  also demographic  projections 
at  international  and  Community  LeVel.  However,  there  had  .not  hitherto been 
any  attempt  to  link  them  all. This  study  is a  preliminary  ~ttempt to  remedy 
this omission  by  calculating,on the basis of  existing population projections, 
the  effects of  such  trends  on  social  security expenditure  up  to  1995. 
It  is not,  therefore,  merely  a  qualitative assessment,  but  expresses  the 
results  in  numerical  terms. 
Another  original  c~aracteristic of  the  study  Lies  in  its methodology. 
The  author  explains this  in  his  introdu~tion. Let  it simply  be  stated  here 
that  this  methodology  gives  rise to the  construction of  indicators  (expressed 
in·percentages of  the  GOP)  which  allow  instant  comparisons  both  in  time  and 
between  countries.  In addition,  comparisons  are  made  more  striking by  the - 2  -
fact  that  the  study is based  no~ on  existing  Legislation  but  on  a  system 
of  conventions  identical  for  all  countries,  drawn  from  the  Council  of 
Europe's  "European  code  of  social  security".  Admittedly,  this  choice  gives 
a  schematic  repre~entation of  the actual  situation but  by  neutralizing  th~ 
pec~~rities of  n~tional  systems· in  this  way,  it gives  the  greatest 
prominence  to demographic  factors. 
The  Lessons  to be  drawn  from  this exercise are  twofold.  Firstly, 
the  results of  the  calculations  confirm  that  one  cannot  underestimate  the 
influence of,population structures on  social  security expenditure.  Secondly, 
they  show  that  this  influence  will  be  felt  to a  varying  extent  in  the  years 
to  come  in  the  various  Member  States and  in the different  branches  of  social 
security.  Figures  for  these  findings,  and  detailed comments  on  them,  are 
contained  in the  conclusions  on  the  survey. 
These  Lessons  should  help  to point  the  way  for  policy decisons.  In 
spite bf  the  simplified methods,  in  spite of  its shortcomings,  the  survey 
constitutes a  useful  contribution to the  asse~sment of  a  phenomenon  which, 
in  the  years  to  come  and  particularly after 1985,  will  have  unavoidable  effects 
on  social  security policies.  In  this  respect,  the  choice of alternative 
assumptions  concerning  the  age  of  retirement  and  Level  of  unemployment 
will  be  appreciated. 
One  final  feature  of  this  work  should  be  noted  :  the  fact  that  it 
results  from  cooperation  bet~een international  institutions.  This  study 
was  able  to draw  upon  discussions  held  originally in  the  Council  of  Europe 
but  Limited  to pensions.  E~tending the initial approaeh,  it in  turn  proposes 
a  methodology  which,  while  applied  at  Community  Level,  could also  be 
extended  to  the situation  in other  European  countries. 
The  Community  institutions disclaim all  responsibility  in  connection 
with  the  survey,  which  was  drawn  up  by  an  independent,~xpert. I. 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 
I.  1  General  background 
Demographic  factors  in the broad sense of  the word  are undoubtedly 
less  important  im  bringing about  changes  in social security costs,  in 
the short term,  tha~ other  .. factoiSsuch  as  fluctuations in income  in 
real or monetary  terms  and  legislative change's. 
On  the other hand,  demographic factors  are unquestionably  inf.~exibl~ 
and it is precisely because  they  emerge  slowly  and  almost  independently 
of the other factors  causing costs to rise that their true impact upon 
social security costs is frequently underestimated. 
Anot~er feature of population trends is that  they affect 
'  different branches of social security in different ways;  the outcome 
of  such trends may  be  a  reduction or increase in overall costs. 
To  explain this statement,  the meaning of the term  "demographic 
factors"  as  used  in this report should be clarified from  the outset. 
Strictly speaking,  demographic  factors  consist of changes 
occurring in the structure of population,  in terms of the ~ge and 
sex of the members  of  the population covered by social security. 
Other factors may  be taken into account  or disregarded, 
depending  on  the conventions which may·be  formulated  from  time to  time. 
In this report,  changes  6ccurring in the working  population 
have  also been regarded  as  demographic  factors,  one of  the main 
considerations being  the effects of  such changes  on all per·sons  who  are 
entitled~to  some  of  the benefits payable to members  of  the working 
population  (temporary disability and  unemployment  benefits). / 
:..  -2- V/48(80)-EN 
1  f  the funding  aspect  Qf  social security is ~also l.being  S"tlidied 
these  changes  become  even more  important,  for it is well  known  that 
most  of the funds  for social security are  ~ertved  tram 
employers'  and  employees'  contributions. 
On  the other hand,  the decision was  taken not  to take other 
factors  into account  even  though  they are structural in nature and 
exert  some  influence  from  the viewpoint of social security:  distribution 
based on'marital status,  for  example,  family  composition,  very elderly 
people or people requiring continuous  attendance,  etc.  It was  considered 
advisable to exclude these data because of  the lack of detailed 
information for all countries  and  the need to simplify calculations. 
Changes  in the  frequency  of  the contingencies  covered  by  soElg~rjtY 
on the other hand,  may  be regarded  as  an  extension of the concept 
of-demographic  factors.  Fre~uencies of this nature are,  at least in 
part,  the result of biometric characteristics of  the people insured, 
and  changes  therein are are to be  found  almost  consistently in every 
country.in the course of  time. 
It is obviously open to discussion whether the latter type.; 
of factor  should  or should not be  lumped  together with demographic 
factors,  especially in view of the fact  that many  causes of variations 
in those  factor~ are  associated with  economic  and  social phenomena. 
As  we  shall see later, it is always  feasible to separate the latter 
type of factor  from  the  other~.  -- The  broad definition used  in 
this context  simply serves  to make  the analysis'more comprehensive 
without detracting from  the explanatory value of the findings  obtained 
therefrom. -3- V/48(80)-EN 
I.2  Purpose  and  limitations  of  the  survey 
In the  light of the  comments  set out  in 1.1,  it is.obvious  that 
,  the study of demographic factors  calls for medium- and  long-term forecasts, 
especially on  the structure of  the population as  a  whole  and  the 
working  population.  These  forecasts  are normally based on protracted 
and  laborious  calculations  and it will readily be· appreciated that 
there has  been only very  limited  room  for the subjects in question in 
the many  and  invaluable studies on social security problems  carried out 
at Community  level. 
Today,  however,  there are  va~us good  reasons  for .analyzing the 
problems  in detail.  The most  noteworthy  are the ever-increasing 
proportion of  the social security budget  allocated to old age pensions 
European 
and  survivors'  pensions  (a striking feature of  the Second/Social Budget) 
and  the recent  problem of  a  lower retirement  age  in several countries, 
with ·the consequent  increase in costs. 
The Council  of Europe has  recently completed  two  studies,  both 
concerned with costs  associated with old age(l),  which have  provided 
certain preliminary findings  on  the subject. 
The  Working  Party  on  the Concertation of Social Protection Policies 
has  decided that it would  be oppor:'tUm! to deal with the same  problem  as 
it applies  to. other branches of social security to give  an  overal~ view 
of  the effects of demographic  factors  (as  t,hat  term ·.is  defined  above). 
(1)  See  COUNCIL  OF  EUROPE  "Report  on  the combined effects of the 
lowering of retirement age  and the ageing of the population 
on  the  financing of social  security schemes  concerned with 
long-term benefits", Strasbourg 1976,  and "The  problem of the 
lowering of the retirement age:  survey of costs",  Strasbourg, 
1977. I 
.. 
.. 
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This  report sets out  the findings  of the study undertaken as 
a  result of that decision  • 
The  first point  to be made  is that the survey.covers the nine Commu-
ni~ member  states  and the following branche.of social security: 
old age 
survivors 
disability 
family benefits · 
temporary disability  (due to sickness or childbirth) 
unemployment 
health  care 
Benefits for  industrial accidents  and  occupation~! diseaseShave· 
not  been included,  since it would  have been too expensive to analyze 
these forms.  of protection as well. 
Because the scope of the survey is so wide,  no  specific demographic 
forecasts  have,been made.  As  explained in greater detail later,  the 
fbrecasts  contained in the first Council of Europe study have been used, 
supplemented for the purpose of  this report with data for Denmark, 
Luxembourg  and  the Netherlands,  as well  as  r·ecent  forecasts  prep  a re·d  for 
.the Directorate General  for  Economic  and  Financial  Affairs of  the  Commis-
sion  of  the  European  Communities  (DG  II). 
On  the other hand,  a  specific survey has  been carried out  to 
compile information on  the frequency  and  percentage of given  occurr~nces 
(disability,  sickness),  and  some  of the information from  this survey 
is i~or.porated in Chapter III. 
Use  has  been made  of  some  of the Council of Europe's facts  and 
figures _arising  from  the application of international social security 
agreements,  but  only for verification;  they are not quoted in the text. '-5- V/48(80)-EN 
·For guidance  on  the limitations of this study,  it should be  added 
that the main method used has  been to construct specific "indicators". 
Chapter II gives details of the indicators  and describes  the objectives 
pursued.  It wil-l  be seen that the indicators are based on  a  simplified 
standard presentation of  the social security systems  in individual 
member  states. 
No  true forecast  has  been made  of the cost of  the various  forms 
of social security in the light of current legislation in each of  the 
nine member  states,  since the.work involved in projections of this kind 
would  have been too costly andoomplex  for  the  purposes  of this study. 
The  final point is that the  survey covers  the years  1965,  1970, 
1975,  1985  and  1995,  and that not all the data required has  been obtained 
from  every country,  so that  some  of the figures .do  not  appear in the 
tables. 
I.3  Contents  of  the  report 
The  report is divided into four chapters,  preceded by  this intro-
duction. 
·one  of the first chapters  de~cribes the methodology used to construct ~the 
indicators,  both for  individual branches of social security and  for  the 
overall  system.  As  stated,  these indicators are the main  analytic·al 
instruments. 
Another  chapter describes  the bases  for calculations  and  the 
estimates made  to make  up  for missing data. 
The  following. chapter sets out the main findings  regarding the 
indicators  and  the other calculations. 
The  fourth  and  last chapter is devoted to the preliminary conclusions 
that can be drawn  on the effectsof demographic  factors  and  their impact 
on social security costs in EEC  member  states. .: 
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I I.  THE  INDICATOR  METHOD 
II.l The  "coeteris  paribus"  principle 
The  procedure  consistently used in all scientific research 
when  there is  a  need to isolate the effects of  a  given factor  from  the · 
effects of  other factors  bringing about  a  phenomenon  - in this specific 
case,  the costs of  a  branch of social security or  the cost of  the whole 
social security system - is to assess  the variations noted ·in the 
phenomenon  by  val'lying  the factor whoJ!Ie·. effect is being sought while 
leaving the other factors  unchanged;  in other words,  it is assumed 
that "all other  fac'j::ors  are equal". 
Social se.curi  ty costs  are normally  the outcome of  three groups of 
factors: 
.  demographic  factors,  in the meaning  defined 1n I.l; 
economic  factors  (changes  in benefits as  a  result of  the  rising 
age of  the population and  provisions for  adjustment  of benefits 
in real  and monetary ·terms); 
.  current legislation. 
In the case with which·" we  are concerned,  the only way  of  isolating 
the  consequences  of  de~ographic factors  and assessing their influence 
is to estimate future social security costs on the  assumption that 
economic  and legislative factors  remain unchanged. 
If we  accept  this  princi~le, which  can be considered as perfectly 
proper for  the purpose of factor analysis,  a  problem  immediately  arises 
whose  solution requires that  appropriate '.'conventions"  be  adopted. 
The  problem consists of determining the "level" of  the remaining  factors 
which  are  assumed  to be constant. 
When  reference is made  to a  single countries,  the conventions 
normally  adopted  are fairly spontaneous  and  do  not  normally give rise 
to major objections. -7- V/48(80)-EN 
It may  be  assumed  that  economic factors,  for example,  remain 
the  same  as  at the time of  investigation,  both in terms  of  the- age 
and  individual  incomes  structure of  t~~ working population and  in 
terms  of  general  income  trends  as  a  result of real  and monetary  increases. 
The  same  approach applies  to legislation:  it is  assumed  that 
it will remain unchanged  over the period.o;f  time  covered by  the 
predictions. 
When  demographic  factors_relating to several countries are being 
analyzed  and  appropriate comparisons made,  the  two  conventi'ons described 
can of course be  assumed with regard to each country,  but  the comparisons 
will be  less significant because the "levels" of the  economic  and 
legislative factors differ from  country to country. 
This makes  it necessary to resort to another convention:  the 
same  economic  level  and  the same  legislative level  are selected for 
all the countries being studied.  In essence,  a  single incomes  structure 
is  assumed;  alternatively,  appropriate rates are assumed  - and  these 
are  the  equivalent  to the single incomes  structure - by  which individual 
incomes  can be related to individual benefits;  in addition,  a  set of 
legislative measures  is selected to represent  the "reference legislation" 
on· ·the basis of which calculations are made. 
·~·· 
This  convention is obviously far less natural than the .conventions 
customarily  adopted when  reference is·made to one  country alone. 
It is alsoQbvious  that  as  the common  economic  level of  the different 
·countries  and  the reference legislation varies the findings  will differ. 
Two  ~ointsshould be made  on this subject: 
- there is absolutely  no way  of  circumventing this drawback unless  the 
idea of making  any  form  of comparison is discarded; 
- in view of  the degree of  approximatton normally  required in research 
of this kind,  the use of differing economic  and  legislat-ive levels 
usually  leads to only small  changes  in the findings.  A further consider-
atio~ is that the absolute values of  such  changes  are less  important 
than the relative indicators  they provide,  on which  comparisons  can 
I 
then be based. -8- V/48(8)-EN 
11.2  Simple  and  qualified  indicators 
Having descriped the general methodological criteria adopted  in 
the construction of indicators,  the various  pro~edures used  to determine 
those  indicators  should·~ow be described. 
Firstly, it should be pointed out  that the indicator.  for  each 
branch of social security  is the  ratio between the estimated expenditure 
on  that branch in each  individual year in the light of the reference 
legislation and  the gross  domestic  product  (GDP). 
'  '  The  indicator for  the social security as  a  whole is the  sum  of 
the indicators for the individual branches. 
Two  separate types of  indicators have  been constructed,  however, 
as  follows: 
- simple  indicators,  only  take  into  account  the 
variations in  t~e general  working  population  and  are based  on 
the  frequency  of  contingenci~s covered by  social  security  which 
are  the  same  in  every  country; 
- qualified  indicators, whose special feature  - not  shared  by 
simple indicators - is that  they also take into account  the 
specific frequency  of  such occurrences  in each  country  and  the 
trend.in that frequency,  except  in cases described below. 
The  indices  in questlon were first  introduced and  applied 
in a  ·paper recently published in Italy(2). 
As  alr~ady mentioned,  various criticisms could be made  of  the 
choice of indices  as defined above,  in the light of·the conventions 
which  have  to be  incorporated  (choice of  economic  and  legislative l!vels), 
but it would  be difficult to avoid  such criticisms even by using  o~er 
indices or  a  different  ananlytical  procedure. 
(2)  M.A.  COPPINI,  I  fattori  demogr~fici e  gli oneri  della  sicurezza 
sociale:  un  indicatore di  struttura,  a  contribution to "Studi 
in· onore di  G.  De  Meo",  Rome, ·  1979. -9- V/48(8)-EN 
On  the other hand,  the indices,in question have certain indisputable 
advantages.  In the first place,  they are similar to the indices 
used  for  comparisons  in the field of social security and  for assessing 
the effects of  social  s,ecuri  ty costs on  the economy  of individual 
countries(3). 
The  indices  have  the advantage  that  they may  be  aggregated.  In 
other words,_ the index for the social security system as  a  whole is the 
sum  of  the indices  for its individual branches. 
Finally,  the  two  types of  i ndi caters - simpLe  and  qual i f,i ed  - can 
be used for  a  compar·ati  ve  assessment  of: 
- the'effect of  demographi:c  factors  in the strict sense of the 
term  (the structure of the population as  a  whole  and of the 
working  population); 
- the effect of demographic  factors  in the broad sense of the 
term  (the frequency  of  contingencies  covered  by  social  security). 
11.3  The  main  conventions 
This  section  describes  the main  conventions used  in working  out 
the indices, described in ,the previous  section. 
The  three main criteria governing these conventions must  be  borne 
in mind: 
1.  gross  domestic  product per head of population  [GDP  )has  been  pop. 
chosen to represent  average  income for the purpose  of_  calculating 
social security benefits; 
2.  the minimum  benefits, prescribed by  the Protocol  to the  Europ~an 
Social Security·Codehas been  taken as  the average benefit rates; 
3.  it has  been  assumed that the persons  covered by  social security 
a-re  all those persons who  are liable to the individual risks. 
(2) 
(3) 
For  example,  see the indicators  used in the Social  Accounts 
and the First  and  Second Social  Budgets. 
See· COUNCIL  OF  EUROPE,  Protocol  to the European  Social  Security 
Code,  Strasbourg,  1974. -10- V/48(80-EN 
The  following specific conventions have been  assumed: 
OLD·AGE 
Benefits 
Beneficiaries 
SURVIVORS 
Benefits 
Beneficiaries 
INVALIDITY 
Benefits 
Beneficiaries 
FAMILY  ALLOWANCES 
Benefits 
Beneficiaries 
pension:  45%  of  GDP 
pop. 
male  and  female  population of or over retirement  age. 
pension:  45%  of  GDP 
pop. 
widows  under  retirement  age. 
pension: 
invalid 
50%  of  GDP 
pop. 
persons under retirement  age. 
allowance:  4%  of  GDP 
pop. 
boys  and  gi~ls aged  0  to 18. 
TEMPORARY  INCApACITY 
Benefits 
Beneficiaries 
UNEMPLOYMENT 
Benefits 
Beneficiaries• 
HEALTH  CARE 
indemnity:  50%  of GDP 
pop. 
working population under  retirement  age. 
benefit:  50%  of  GDP 
pop. 
working  population under retirement  age. 
Benefits  hospital  treatment,  general medical  treatment  and 
pharmaceuticals 
Beneficiaries  entire population. -11- V/48(80)-EN 
III.  DEMOGRAPHIC  BASES 
I 
III.l  The  population  structure 
As  stated in the.introductory chapter,  the main findings  of this 
report refer to 1965,  1970,  1975·,  1985  and  1995.  The  general population 
structure in terms  of  sex  and  age for  the first three years  in the list 
have been taken  from  the statistics published by  individual member 
states.  The  figures  for  1985  and  1995,  on the other hand,  have been 
arrived at  by  means  of projections. 
On  the subject of  these projections, it should be pointed out  that 
various studies have been carried out  at both national  .. and  international 
level  and it has  been necessary to select the data from  the numerous 
studies  available.  Two  sources were  taken into account,  both because 
of their homogeneous  nature and because the periods at which their 
projections were  formulated make  them  more  reliable.than others.  The 
sources  are: 
(5) 
(6) 
(a)  Council  of  Europe predictions in its study  on  the costs 
of old age pensions(5),  where necessary  supplemented  by 
ad  hoc  monographs  for  Denmark,  Luxembourg  and  the Netherlands; 
(b)  predictions  formulated  for  the  Commission  in  the  context  of  a. 
special  study  undertaken  for  the  Directorate-General  for 
Economic  and  Financial  Studies.  (DG  II)  (6). 
See  COUNCIL  OF  EUROPE,  "Report  on  the combined effects of the 
lowering of the retirement age  and  the ageing of the population 
in the  financing of social  security schemes concerned with 
long-term benefits", Strs.sbourg,  1976. 
In  fact  the overall  findings of this paper,  as  we~l as  comments 
on  the  findings,  are to be  found in the EEC  Commission  publication, 
The  economic implications of demographic  trends in the European 
Community:  1975  to 1995,  Brussels,  1978.  Another research 
paper has been produced  under the auspices of OECD,  containin<j 
a  compilation of predictions  formulated at national level:  · 
OECD,  The  social and labour market implications of demographic 
trends,  Paris,  1978. . .. 
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For this type of projection,  the main hypotheses  required are 
on mortality rates,  the birth rate,  emigration and  - in the case of 
the working population - the  employment  rate.  Each  of  th~ studies 
I 
mentioned has  adopted  separate hypotheses  for  each of  these four  factots 
in each  country.  For  the sake of brevity,  we  shall not  set out  the 
hypotheses  but shall refer readers to the reports  on  the research in 
question. 
To  simplify matters,  in the discussion  that  follows,  the  two 
sources  are taken into account  only when  referring to  1985;  one of 
the purposes  in so doing  is to evaluate the effects on the indicators 
of  the various hypotheses  on which  the projections  are  based~  When 
referring to 1995,  on  the other hand,  the Council  of Europe predictions 
will not .be  used,  since the predictions formulated  by  DG.II  are more 
recent  and  are more  homogeneous  in terms  of the various  countries 
considered. 
At  this point,  it may  be more.helpful  to give  a  breakdown, ,based 
on broad  age  groups,  of both the data for  1965,  1970  and  1975  and 
the  two versions  of  the predictions for 1985,  as well  as  the predictions 
for  1995.  ·This informati'on is set out  in Tables III.l, III.2 and  III.2.a. 
Table 111.2 shows  that the greatest divergences  between  the  two 
projections  are to be  found  in the 0  - 18  age  group.  Comparing  the 
·  Commission  (DG  ll)· 
Council  of Europe predttctions to the  1  predictions,  there appears to 
be  an  11%  reduction  in France  and  a_  10%  and  9%  increase in Luxembourg 
and  the Netherlands  respectively.  Marked  divergences  are also to be 
found  in the  "65  and over"  age  group:  comparing the Council of Europe 
Commission  · 
with the  1  forecasts,  the latter is 7%  lower  in the case of  Ireland 
and  11%  and  6%  higher in Denmark  and Germanyrespectively • 
Another vital factor in the  assessments is the working population. 
Table  Il1.3shows its distribution _according  to sex  in the  same  years, 
1965,  1970,  1975,  1985  and  1995.  Here  again,  there are  two  projections -13- VJ48(80)-EN 
Commission 
for  1985,  with the  I  predictions generally higher  than the Counc±l 
of Europe  estimates,  except  in the case of Denmark  and  the Netherlands. 
The  difference~ are particularly marked  in the estimates of the 
female  working population. 
One  last piece of  information which was  needed in arriving at 
evaluations was  the number  of widows  below  retirement  age.  The  figures 
have  been taken  from  census data and  from  the  two projections  and 
have not  been  included here for  the sake bf brevity. A
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TA:BLE  111.2  a 
PQPULATION  AS  A  WHOLE,  WITH  BREAKDOVw'N  BASED  ON  SEX  AND  AGE  GROUP  - 1995 
·- '  (in thousands) 
0  7""  18  19 - 59  60  ~ 64  65  Total 
and  over  ·---~-· 
"'  M  131;1  2797  246  545  4899  BELGIUM  . 
i 
F  1259,  2730  277  BOO  5066 
Ml'  2570  5527  523  1345  9965 
M  706  1497  114  318  2635 
D£:'\MARK  .P  674  1450  124  447  ?695 
MP  1380  2947  238  765  53.30. 
M  7737  15798  132'8  '2885'  27748  FRANCE  p  7410  15357  1488  460.3  28858 
MF  15147  31155  2816  7488  56606 
•  M  6537  17429  1685  3165  28816 
GERMANY  p  6264  16855  1718  5750  30587 
MP  12801  34284  3403  8915  59403 
..  K  773  1037  62  154  2026 
IRELAND  F  740  1007  i  65  220  2032  liP  - 1513  2044  I  127  374  4058 
' 
ii  7770  16336  i  1494  3389  28989 
lTALY  p  7448  16167 
i  1691  I 4931  30243 
MP  15218  32503  I  3185  8326  59232 
I 
t  I 
I!  41  103  11  19  174  LU(d·]'I!BOURG  F  40  97  11  ~9  177 
!f.iF  81  200  22  48  351 
M  1916  4388  326  756  7386 
NETHERLANDS  F  1831  4216  350  1115  I  7512 
MJ?  3747  8604  676  1871  14898 
M  7512  16162  ll3l3'· 
3280  28267 
UNITED  KINGDOM  F  7189  15645  1417  5104  29355 
MF  l-4701  .31807  2130  8384  57622 
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III.2  Frequency  coefficients  for  individual  benefits 
The  information  required in constructing the indicators 
includes not only the structure of the general  and working  populations 
of the nine member  states but  al~o .coefficients representing the frequency 
contingencies 
of  the  I  covered  by  social security and  other data as  described · 
below. 
To  determine the first of these coefficients, it was  necessary 
to find  the percentage of  persons unfit for work  by  comparison with 
the working population.  The  following  information was  needed: 
- average coefficients to be  applied to all countries for  each of 
the years,  in order to  formulate  the simple indicators; 
- specific coefficients  for each country  and  each year,  in order 
to formulate  the qualified indicators. 
The first set of coefficients was  derived  from  the data on  the 
Italian situation in 1975,  which  were  processed as  appropriate. 
The  second set of data was  supplied by  individual countries  and 
processed as  appropriate to fill in some  of  the numerous  gaps,  to the 
extent possible.  Despite this supplementary  information,  it proved 
impossible to make  extrapolations for  1985  and  1995,  and  the coefficients 
for  1975 were used for this purpose. 
It should be pointed out that the coefficients in question were 
particularly variable when  there were variations  in- age  and· :sex,..  and 
that  they  also varied.from one  country to  another. 
The  data on  those coefficients are set out  in schedules  1  and 
2  attached  . -19- V/48(80)-EN 
The  second  item of  information needed  in assessments  was  the ~ercent­
age of persons 'Unfit !or work:  in the working  population  wh~ receive 
disability payments.  As  in the previous  case,  the procedure was 
to take  a  set of  average coefficients for  the  ~imple indicators  and 
multipl~ sets of specific coefficients for  the qualified indicators. 
The first set was  obtained by  processing some  of  the morbidity coefficients 
drawn  up  by Hiernaux  in the light of Belgian  f~ndings(
7 ).  A point to 
note with the  second set of coefficients is that the values were not 
so variable as were  the coefficients for the persons unfit for work, 
although  there were still marked  differenceSbetween  the coefficients 
relating to the  young~st and  the oldest  age  groups,  as well  as  a  degree 
of divergence between the values  for the different countries. 
The  figures  on disability are set out  in schedules  3  and  4 
attached. 
In assessing.  health care,  it was  decided to make  direct assessments 
of  the  average  annual  costs  associated with broad sectors of the 
population  (persons  under  the retirement  age,  persons  over  the retirement 
age),  expressed  as  a  percentage of the gross  domestic  product per head 
of population. 
. 
In the case of simple indicators,  these costs were  deducted  from 
the average costs  recorded in eight countries  (the nine EEC  states 
minus  Denmark)  by  the European Community's  Administrative Commission 
on Social Security for Migrant  Workers  in 1975.  In the case of 
qualified indicators,  these costs  as  recorded in individual countries 
were used. 
(7) 
The  figures  in question are set out  in schedule  5  attached. 
W.  HIERNAUX,  Tqble  de  morbidit~:.  experience belge 1949-52, 
in "Notes  on  the First International  Conference of Actuaries 
and Social  Security Statistics",  Brussels,  1956. -20- V/48(80)-EN 
With coefficients of  this  type,  it was  not  possible to use 
separate data for  the years prior to 1975. 
It should be  added that the  following  factors  were  taken into 
account when  constructing ~he indicators: 
-The initial hypothes~was that the retirement  age is 65;  later, 
a  further hypothesis  was  taken into account:  that retirement  age 
for both men  and  women  is 60. 
- The maximum  age of eligibility for family  allowances  was  taken 
as  18 for both sexes. 
- Two  unemployment  rates were  taken into consideration:  3%  and  6% 
of  the working population. ... 
-21- V/48(80)-EN 
IV.  RESULTS 
IV.l  Comparisons  concerning  population  structure 
Before considering the findings  obtained by  constructing the 
indicators described in Chapter II, it is helpful to set out  some  of 
the indices  taken  from  data on  the populations  of  the nine member  states 
and  projections of  those data to 1985  and  1995,  especially for  the 
purpose of  comparing the two  projections discussed in Ill.l. 
Tables  IV.l  and  IV.2 provide  an outline picture of  the composition of 
.the population groups  in question.  Table IV.l refers to 1965,  1970  and 
.1975,  while Table  IV.2 lists the figures  based  on  the projections  taken 
into account  in arriving at  a  forecast  for  1985,  i.e.  the projections 
drawn  up  by  the Council of Europe  and  for  the  Commission. 
Table  IV.2.a gives  the corresponding data as derived  ~rom DG.II's 
projection for  1995. 
It will be  noted that  the data on  the  two  projections set out 
in Table  IV.2  are fairly divergent  in every  country  except  Belgium. 
Comparing  the Council  of Europe projections with the  Commission  proj.ections, 
the percentage in the  0  - 18  age  group  is lower  in  Fra~ce,. Germany, 
Ireland,  Italy and  the United Kingdom,  while it is higher in Luxembourg 
and  the Netherlands;  in age group  19  - 59  it is higher in France,  Germany, 
Ireland,  Italy and  the United Kingdom  and  lower in Denmark,  Luxembourg 
and  the Netherlands.  In the  65  and  over  age  group,  it is higher in 
Denmark,  France,  Germany  and  the United  Kingdom  and  lower  in Ireland, 
Italy,  Luxembourg  and  the Netherlands. 
A second factor  on which  assessments  are often based ip this type 
of  research is specific ratios constructed to compare  given sectors 
of  the total population with other sectors or with the working population. 
With  this  in mind,  the following ratios have  been worked out.for the 
years  taken into consideration and  for  the  two  types of projection: a) 
b) 
c) 
d) 
-22-
65  and over 
19  ~ 64 
60  and over 
19  - 59 
65  and over 
working  population. 
65  and over 
0  - 18 
V/48(80)-EN 
Each of these ratios has  a  significance of its own.  Ratios 
a)  and  b)  show  the burden  on those people of working  age in supporting 
the older age  groups.  Ratio c)  provides  a  comparison of  the numbers 
in the·.older age  group with the working population,  the category which 
pays  social security contributions.  Ratio  d)  is one of  the possible 
indicators of whether  the population is growing older. 
The  relevant  data are set out  in Table  IV.3. 
The  following points  are of interest: 
- Ratio  a)  generally ranges  from  0.20  to 0.25,  the minimum  figures 
occurring in Italy in 1965  and  Ireland in 1995  (0.17)  and  the 
maximum  occurring in Denmark  in 1985  (0.28). 
- Ratio b)  normally varies  from  0.30  and  0.35,  its minimum  and  maximum 
levels occurring· in the  same  instances  as  in the case of ratio a) 
(0.25-0.26  and  0.41). 
-Ratio c)  ranges  from  0.23  (Ireland,  1995)  to o'.37  (Italy,  1985). 
- Radio  d)  is the most  variable,  ranging  from  a  minimum  of 0.25  (Ireland, 
1995)  to  a  maximum  of 0.70  (Germany,  1995). I
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f>_E_R_<;_E  __ ~  __  T_.~~-~-- -~Q_~~q_~!_T_  ~  ~-~- -~f_  __  ~E_N__~_R._ A  L _  _R_O_~-~~-~~~_TI ON ___  AC_~!_!\_~  _!0 
·SEX  AND  AGE  GROUP  - 1955  ---- --4------------- - ---------- ----~--
0  - 18  19 - 59  60 - 64  65  and  over 
M  26.8  57.1  s.o  11.1 
BELGIUM  p  24.8  53.9  5.5  15.8 
JIJ  25.8  55-5  5  .. 2  13  .. 5 
M  26.8  56.8  4~3  12.1 
DENMARK  p  25.0  5J.8  4-6  16.6 
Mlf  25.9  55-3  4.5  14.3 
M  27.9  56 .. g  4.8,  10.4 
FRANCE 
! 
P.  25-7  53-2  5-2  15-9 
MP  26.8  I  55-0  5-0  13.2 
M  22.7  60.5  5-8  11.0 
FED.  REP.  OF  p  20.5  55.1  5.6  18.8 
GERMANY  JU'  21  6  57-7  5. 7'  15.0  • 
M  38.1  51.2  3.1  7.6 
JRELAND  F  ~6  .. 4  49-6  3-2  ·1o~~ 
MP  37.3  50  .. 4  J .. l  9.2 
M  26.8  56.)  5-2  11-7 
ITALY  p  24-6  53.5  5-6  16.) 
: 
MP  25 .. 7  54-9  5-4  14.0 
:  I 
i  M  23 .. 8  59.2  6.2  i  10.8 
! 
LUXEMBOURG 
I  p  22  .. 4  55.0  6.2  :16.4  I 
i  MP  2).1  57.1  6.2  13.6 
M  25-9  59.4  I  4.4  10.3 
NETHERLANDS  F  24-4  56.1  4.7  14.8 
lilF  i5.1  57·8  4.5  12.6 
M  26.6  57.2  4.6  11-6 
UN I TED  K  I N.GDOM  p  24-5  53.3  4.8  17.4 
MP  25.5  55.2  4-7  14.6 
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IV.2  Simple  indicators 
Let us  now  'turn to the main  findings  at which,we  have  arrived by 
constructing simple  and qualified indicators.  Starting with  the  simple 
indicators,  Tables  IV.4  to  IV.lO  set out  the indicators that have  been 
formulated  for  individual branches  of social security. 
Table  IV.9 in particular  re~ers to unemployment  on  the  assumption 
that the unemployment  rate is 3%'of  the working  population.  As  is 
obvious,  if the rate is 6%,  the indices contained in the table will 
be double. 
Tables  IV.ll and  IV.l2  show the simple overall indicators  for 
all branches  of social security:  IV. 11  is based on  the assump·tion that 
the unemployment  rate is 3%,  IV.l2 on  a  :6%lunemployment  rate. 
This first set of data reveals that: 
- there is  a  reasonable degree of uniformity between the countries, 
especially in the overall indices; 
- the differences between the  two  projections  for  1985  are slight, 
except  in France  and  Germany,  showing that  (with  some  exceptions) 
the qualitative findings  have  not been greatly influenced qy  the 
differing criterla used  when  making  those projections; 
- some  of the most  marked differences  are to be  found  in the tables 
covering old age  and  survivors'  pensions. 
To  make  the data for  the various  countries  as  set out  in these 
tables more  comparable; it may  be  found  helpful  to take  the overall 
indicator  (based  on  the  assumption of  a  3%  unemployment  rate)  and  to 
show  the variations in that indicator  from  year to year,  based  on 
a  value of  ~100 in 1975.  This  has  been  done  in Table  IV.13. -28- V/48(80)-EN 
One  comment  that  could be made on  the predictions for  1985 is that 
the member  states  ""i  .aJ....k  into two  groups:  countries whose  index 
falls below  100  (Belgium,  France,  Germany  - in the case of  the Council 
of Europe projection- and  Ireland),  and  the remaining  five  countries, 
whose  index is higher  than 100.  The maximum  increase in the latter 
group  is for  Italy, with  3.5%.  These indices also show  ~hat the two 
projections  lead to the same  type of findings  in almost  every 
country. 
With  regard  to the  1995  projectioll~  .. ·for all ·countries:,: :.eltcept in 
the  case of  Ireland the  index is greater than 100,  Italy showing  the 
maximum  inc-rease,  109. 8. 
Lastly,  it should be pointed out  that if the employment  rates 
.  . 
and  the ensuing  structu,e of  the working population are not  considered 
to be  demographic  factors  in the strict sense of  t~e term,  and if the 
same  employment  rate is assumed  for all countries,  differing values 
would  be obtained for  the simple indicators for  the invalidity, 
temporary disability and  unemployment  branches  of social security. 
This  would  then  attenuate' the differences  between  the countries highlighted 
by  Tables  IV.6,  IV.8  and  IV.9. -29- V/48(80)-EN 
.·  ,· 
TABLE  IV.4 
Sinple indicator  - Old aee  - Retirement  ase:  65 
( exprc~sed as a  pcrcenta.::;e  of the GDP) 
YEARS 
COUHI'RIES  ·--
1965  1970  1975  1985(a)  1985(b  199 
BEJl}IUM  5.72  6.05  6.29  5.88  5.72  6.0  7 
DEir::ARK  5.10  5.48  5·91 ..  -6.52  6.50  6.4  6 
FRANCE  5.40  5·78  6.03  5.20  5·45  5.9  5 
}!,ED. R}:P .G  :.rn:I.IANY  5.36  5·93  6.44  6.13  6.64.  6.7  5 
IRELAND  5.04  5.00  5.02  4.98  4.64  4.1  5 
ITALY  4-43  5.13  5.38  5.81  5.71  6.3  3 
LlJXE,ffiOURG  (c)  5.67  6.00  5.92  5-79  6 ..  1 3 
NEI'HERLANDS  4.33  4.6o  4·93  5.36  5.24  5.6  5 
UNITED  KINGDOM  5-47  s.a5  6.28  6.49  6.50  6.5  5 
I 
-- ~ 
(a)  Using the demographic .forecasts drarm up by the Council of Europe. 
(b)  Using the forecasts drawn up  for  the  Commission. 
(c)  No  data available. ,. 
-30-
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TABLE  IV.5 
S~ple indicator  - Survivors  - Rctire~ent age:  65 
---------------------------------------------------
(expressed as a  pcrcenta,..ze · of the  GDP) 
~ 
YEAHS 
COUl'7.PR IES 
1965  1970  1975  1985(a)  1985(b: 1  -
BELGill-1  0.75(c)  0.75(c)  0.75  o.83  Oo83  0.83 
DEL~·IARK  o.63(c)  o.63{c)  o.63  o.61  0.61  0.61 
FRANCE  0.74  0.74  0.74  0.19  0.74  0.74 
FBD.REP.GERH.A11Y( d)  o.84  o.Bo  o.Bo  0.84  0.81  0.81 
ffiEIJUID  o.67(c)  o.67(c)  o.67  0.58  0.58  0.58 
rrALY  0.90(c)  0.89  0.90  0.90  0.90  0.90 
LlJXN.:J30URG  (e)  Oe97(c)  0.96  1.05  1.05  1.05 
NJc.,"TJIERLA1IDS  0.50  0.52  0.54  0.54  0.54  0.54 
unrrED  mraoou  o.68(c)  0.68  o.68  0.63  0.63  0.63 
l  ' 
(a)  Using the demographic  forecasts of the Co1mcil of Europe. 
{b)  Using the forecasts dra'·m up tor  the  Commission.  The  number  of  w1aaows  age~nd7r 
65  \·Tas  obtained on the basis of the· proportion of uiC.o\·;s  amon£st  HO::Jen 
aged under 65  regi~tered for 1985  in the  stu~ referred to in the 
memorandum  (5). 
(c)  The  nll!Jber  of 1vido\·TS  aged under 65  was  obtained on the basis o: the 
proportion of tvidous  amongst  woDen  ar.:;ed  u.Yider  65  registered  fo:::- 1975. 
(d)  The  nunber of ~ridows was  calculated on the  b~sis of the  propo~ion of 
l-ridows  a"Jongst  ~10men aged under 65  registered for the years  t~:::en into 
account  in the other countries. 
(e)  No  data available. 
(f)  The  figures  have  been  assumed  to be  the  same  as  in  1985  (DG.II  forecast), 
due  to  the  lack of data  for  1995. . 
' 
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TABLE  IV.6 
SiMple indicator  - Invalidity  - Retire~ent age:  65 
( expresned as a  percentage of the GDP) 
YEARS 
COUNTRI~  ,., 
1965  1970  1975.  1985(a)  1985(b 
, 
BJ!~IUM  1.53  1.44  1.40  1.46  1.57 
I 
DENI-WllC  2.ll(c)  2.11(c)  2.20  2.14  2.07 
}'RANCE  1.71  1.60  1.57  1.66  1.88  . 
FED .REP.  GEP,!.IANY  2.04  1.90  1.86(c}  1.93(c}  2.00 
IRELAND  1.43(c)  1.47  1.38  1.19  1.25 
ITALY  1.49  1.40  1.~8  1.35  1.43 
LUXNIBOURG  (d)  1.38  1.35  1.57  1.59 
lfEI'HERLANDS  l.04(c)  l.02(c)  1.01(c)  1.05(c)  1.02 
lTNTI'ED  KINGOOM  2.19(c)  2.11  2.17  2.19  2.31 
(a)  Using the demographic  forecasts  dravm up by the Co1incil of Europe. 
{b)  Using the forecasts  dra\-m  up  for  the  Commission. 
(c)  The  distribution by age of the working population 1vas  estimated on the 
basis of data available  for the nea.recrt  year. 
(d)  No  figures  are  available for the working  population. 
-
1995 
·~-
1.8  0 
2.1  8 
1.9  2 
2.3  4 
1.  36 
1.  61 
1. 72 
1. 
2. :: l ., 
• 
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~::1-..  "ly ..  J:'" t  ~  r.e.L l:. rc·"c11t  ::._...,._. n..•  65  Sir.:ple  inC:ic.3.:tor  - r·&al  peneJ.J.  o  - - . Lo  ·  .,.  - """0'-"  -------------- ------
(e]:p~e~sed. as a  per·centase of the GDP) 
-------------------
--
YEA..~S 
counrn res 
1965  1970  1975  1985 
{a) 
1985 
(b 
- -
BELGrt.E.:  1.2r' 
I 
1.18  1,14  1,03  1.03 
I 
DEI~.l.ARK  ''1.14  1.14  1!14  I  1.06  1.-06 
FRANCE  1 .. 26  1 .. 26  1.23  1,24  1:;~2 
, 
FED oR?J' .G  1'~i.EAliY  .  1.10  1.14  1.10  0 .. 92  n.  88 
IREL.AliD  1.54  1.54  1,54  1,56  1.  51--· 
ITALY  1~23  1.44  1.21  1,16  1~11 
LlT.AEI·ffiOURG  (c)  1.12  1.04  0.89  0.95 
NJ!l'HE.fii  .. lLNDS  1.30  1.30  1 .. 30  1.04  1 .. 11 
WITTED  KD·YGOO?-!  1.18  1.19  1,17  1.08  1.05 
(a)_ Using the denographic  forecasts dravm  up by the Council of Europe. 
(b)  Using the  forec~sts d...""'al·:n  up  for  the  Comm1 ss  ion~ 
(c)  K~  ~~.gures  are  a.-vaila.ble  ~n the 1-1_orking  populationo 
--
1995(b~ 
·-
1.03 
I 
I  1.04  I 
1.07 
0.86 
1.49 
1.'03 
0.92 
'1.01 
1.02 
-----1'-
. 
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TABLE  IV.8 
Simple  indicator  Te1J1pora.ry disabili-ty  Retirement  ace:_  65 
(expressed as .a percenta..-:;e  of the GDP) 
..... __  - --- ..;  I 
YEARS 
•  ·- --- ---.£---] 
COill·fllRI:tS 
1
1970  11975  1965  l1985 
(a) 
1985 
(b) 
1995(b)  I  ! 
r0.-69. 
I 
! 
BELGIUJ,J  0.62  0.63  0.64  0.74 
(c>io.ss  (c) 
I  . 
DEH:.:;A.B.K  0.85  'o.  89  ;0.90  0.86 
FRANCE  o. 72  :0.68  0 .. 69  0.70  .- 0,81 
FED .REP  .G  ER.i-1Alff  0.78  0.75  0.73  (c): 0, 81.  (c)  0,84 
(c)  I 
IRELAND  o:s3  0.56'  0-:55  '! 0 .. 54  0.61 
I 
ITALY  0.62  0.59  0 .. 56  10.56  0 .. 63 
-
LUY~.ffiOURG  {d)  0.60  0.62  0.66  0.73 
(c)  (c)  (c)  (c} 
,. 
N~LANDS  0.62  0 .. 61  0 .. 60  0 .. 63  0.61 
UJITrED  KTiillOOr.!  0-79 
(c) 
0.77  0.78  0983  0 .. 89 
'  . 
{a)  Using the demographic  forecasts dra\m up by the Council .of Europe. 
(b)  Using the_ forecasts drawn up  for'·the- t:ommi ss  ion~ 
(q)  The distribution by age of the working population vras  estimated O!l. 
the basis of figures a:vailCl-ble  for the nearest year. 
(d)  ·::o  figures  are  ayailable on the working population. 
' 
-- _____ I 
l 
i  0.80' 
I 
'j 
:0.88 
1 
;·o.83 
l 
! 0.89 
I 
0.68 
0.71 
0. 76 
0.73 
0.93 
-------..; ---- ------~- - -
I 
I "  .. 
COUH'l'RIES 
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TABLE  IV.9 
SiP"~ple indicator  - Une:uploYwent (a)  .:..  Retireoe:nt  a..c;e::  65· 
----------------·------------------~----------------
(  e:x~rcssed as a.  percentac;e of the GDP)  - · 
~nernyloyment  rate:  3%  (of  working  population) 
r-1-9_6_5--~--1-9-70----~~~~-9-:-·:----~~-1-9_8_5_(-a)  __  !_·_1_9_8_~-b)~~~l~(bjl 
---B-1~~E-rrn·--1~------------+-o--.s-6----~o-.-5-6  _______  o_,_5_7-.---+,--o-.-6--o--~·~-·-o-.-6-2--~;-o--.ss-~ 
DEIIlARK 
lt1lAHCE 
FEDoREPoGIREANY 
LUXr:I.:BOURG 
UNITED  KTIJGIX>I.! 
~  r 
0.71  0,71  0.71  0.73  i  0 .. 68 
i 
0,62 
0.66 
0, 53 
0~57 
{d) 
0•55 
0,.71 
I
. 0,58 
0,64 
1 
0,52 
0.54 
0~56 
0.54 
0.65 
0,5~ 
0,65 
0.52_ 
0.51 
.  0.59 
- j 
0,53 
0.67 
jl  0.60 
0.68 
0.51 
o. 51. 
·0!62 
0,56 
0,70 
0.67 
0.70 
0.55 
:  0.55 
I 
1
1  0.  64 
0.54 
0,72 
(a)  Using th~ demobraphic  foreca~s dravm up by the Council of  Eu.rope.~ 
.(b)  Using the demographic  forecasts dral-m up for  the  ·commission:  1 
(c.)  No  figures  are available on the l·Torld..ng  population •. 
0.68 
: 
.  0.61  : 
0.70 
I  0.59 
0.58 
0.64 
0.59 
0.72 : 
.. 
l 
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TABLE  l'VolO 
Sinple  indicator  .....  He:J:th care  - ·Rctirc:"Jcnt  o..-.ze:  65 
( e:-:pressed as o.  perccntc~;e of the GDP) 
-
"  YEARS 
COlJ1:TRIDS 
l 
1985  <••) l  19~'  1965  1970  1975 
I 
>  .. 
I  I 
;  !  . 
4,64  4.67  4-69  4.66 
I 
B~w  rur.r  '  ; 
I  l 
: 
DEU1:I;_EK  4,58 
;  4.62  .  4.66  4.72  I 
! 
:t'"?  ..  AUCE  4.61  4.65  I  4~67  4:5.9 
;  - ! 
FED .REP.  G  ER!-~  •. NY  4.61  4.66  ;  4.71  ! 
.4 .68 
4.57 
! 
IRELPJID  4.58  I  4.57_  I  4.57 
l 
ITALY  4.52  !  Zl.55  \- 4,61  I 4.67  I 
LUXE.ffiOURG  (c)  4.63  4,67  4.66  . 
NErHERLA:NDS  4.51  4-53  4.56  ~.61 
lThTIED  KING.JXX1  4.62  4.65  4.69'  4,71 
.{a)  Using the demo[;"raphic  forecasts  d.ra1.-m  up by the Com1cil of _Europe.-
(b)  Using the  forecasts. dra-vm  up  for- the  .. -Commission. 
(c)  Iro  figures available  • 
f, 
4.64 
'  4,71  i 
! 
4,61 
I 
4.73 I 
4,54 I 
4.64 
4.65 
4.60 
4.71 
- ··-l 
--
19  g<c> 
~  ·~ . 
: 
4. 
4. 
4. 
4  .. 
4 . 
4. 
-4. 
4. 
4.: 
- ~  -----
67 
71 
66 
74 
49 
70 
68 
63  ' 
12  I  _____ I .-
.. 
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TABLE  IV.ll 
Siople indicator  All benefits  (a)  - Rctireoent ace:  65 
(expressed as a  percc~tase of the 'GDP) 
Unemployment  rate:  3%  (of  working  popula~ion) 
r---
_ ...  Y3ARS 
COU1ll'HIES  . 
I 
1985 ( a)\  1965  1970  1975  19~~)  Hl95 
- I 
I 
I 
BELGIUII  15.02  15.28  15.48'  l  1~.15  15  .. 15  ·15. 
\ 
I 
Dun.~  15.12  15  .. 54  16  .. 20 
I  16.68  16.49  16. 
I  \ 
I  - I  i 
}1tANCE  15 .06.  15  .. 29  15.52  14.78  15.28  15. 
I  i 
FED .REP .G :ffil-iANY  15.39  ·15. 82  16.29  I  15~99'  16  .. 60  17.  i 
,  i 
IR.r~UID  14 .. 32  14  .. 33  14.25 
i  13.93  13  .. 68  13. 
I 
ITALY  13  .. ?6  14.54  14.45  I '14. 96  14.97  15. 
I  -
LlJX..t'J iBOURG  (  c)  14.93  ·15. 23  15.37  15.40  ·15. 
1:f!i1PHERL...UIDS  12  .. 84  13.12  13  .. 47  13.79  13.66  14. 
tJ1illED  KINGDO:.~  15.64  15.91  16.44  16~63  1.6.81  16. 
·-
( b) 
85 
56 
84 
09 
34 
86 
90 
52 
79 
.  - - - --- 1-------. 
(a)  bsinc the -d~:not;raphic forecasts dravm  up by the c.ormcil of Europe. 
{b'  Using the denOJTaphic  forecast's dralm up  for  the  Commission. 
( d  no  fic;..l.res  available  •. ..  ' 
4  . 
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Tlillhi;~  IV .12 
Si1::ple  indicator  -·  All be-.aefits  (a)  Retire~ent a&e:  65  ----- Unemployment  rate:  6%  (of  working  population) 
.---------- -
Y}~ARS  -- . 
COU!ri'RII<"'S 
I 
I 
1985  (a~  -- -19GS  1970  1975  19  cf~> 
I  ---
.I 
: 
I 
I  , 
BfWIUi-~  15.58  15.8-t!  16.05  !  15.75  I  15.77 
!  I 
I 
D~·JJ-!.A..PJC  15.83  16.25  16.91  I  17.41  I  17.17 
I  I 
}ljU_i'fCE  15.68  15.87  16.11  ;  15.38 
I 
15.95 
:b
1ED .JU:--p. G  ffili.ANY  16 .·as  16.46  16.94  16.67  17.30 
, 
IR}~-L!UID  14.85  14.85  14.77  14.44  14.23 
ITALY  14.33  15.08  14.96  15.47  15.52 
Ltf.x.E'.ffiOUHG  (d)  15.49  15.82  15.99  16.04 
lffiTHERLAliDS  13.39  13.66  14.00  14.35  14.20 
UNITED  KINGOOI1  16.~5  16.57  17.11  17.33  17.53 
( 8 ).  Using the denozraphic  forecasts dra-vm  up by the Council o:f Europe. 
(b)  Using the. demoeraphic  forecasts drru·m up  f9r the ·commission. 
(c i  no  :figures available. 
---
1995 
(b) 
-· 
16. 49 
; 
17. 
16. 
17. 
13. 
16. 
16. 
15. 
17. 
25 
so· 
79 
92 
45 -38 -
V/48(HO)-EN 
.· 
Variation in the  si1.1ple  index for t]:le  various years.  All benefits  (a) 
( 197 5  ==  100) 
.-C-0-lJ-~F-li-ti·-~------------ ----------------~~-~--~ffi  __  s  __  ~,.--------~~,-------~:--_:_  ~ 
1965  1970  1975  (  1985  (b)  1985  (c)l_1995(c)l 
------~--------~~~--------~'  ----~----~---------lr-- I 
LB-r-w-Jr--t.n-·1 _  _;:,._ ___  --t·-97 .o  I 98.7  .!  100 .o  97 · 9.  I  97 · 9  "'1 10~··4 -~ 
!-'ED. H  t.:P. G  FJ"tl.:J.2·f! 
If< ELAND 
ITALY 
LUXrJ.:J30URG 
I~STH  r.:i LANTIS 
UNIT ED  KIIlGDO~! 
93.3  i  95.9  i  10Q.O  :  103.Q  .1101.8  1102.2. I 
97.0  98.5  .  !  100.0  :  95.2  I 98.5 
1
102.1 
1 
94.5  97.1  r  100.0  :  98.2  l10l.9 
1
104.9  : 
.00.5  100.6  100.0  i  97.8  96.0  !  93.6 
,  ~-
95.2  100.6  I  100.0  103.5  103.6  11109.8  I 
l  (d)'  98!0  100.0  100.9  101.1  104.4 
95.3  97.-4  ·100 .o  102.4  101.4  107.8 
: 
96.8  100.0  101.2  102.3  95.1  102.1 
(a)  . Unemployment  rate:  3%.  Reti~ment age:  65. 
(b)  Using the demographic  forecasts drat·m  up by the Council of Europe. 
(c)  Using the demographic  forecasts drawn  up  for  the  Commission. 
(d)  No  figures availableo 
\. 
... - 39- -
I:V.3  Qualified  indicators 
'As  stated  in  I I . 2,  qualified indicators differ from  simple 
indicators  as  follows.  In the case of  simple indicators,  given 
coefficients  (those indicated in III.2)  covering all the countries 
are used  for  invalidity,  temporary disability and medical  care.  In 
the case of qualified indicators,  on  the other hand,  specific coefficients 
for  each country· are used for  these three factors  in the individual 
years  1965,  1970  and  1975;  because of  the difficulties in making  any 
sort of extrapolation,  the coefficients for  1975  are also used 
for  1985  and  1995,  again separately for  each country. 
Tables  IV.l4,  IV.l5  and  IV.l6  set out  the qualified indicators 
for invalidity,  temporary disability and medical  care respectively. 
As  is obvious,  the qualified indicators for other branches of social 
security are the  same  as  the simple indicators listed in the tables  in 
section IV.2. 
Tables  IV.l7  and  IV.l8 give the overall qualified indicators 
for  the  two  unemployment  rate hypotheses,  i.e.  3%  and  6%  of the working 
population. 
Finally,  Table  IV.l9  (which refers solely to the  3%  unemployment 
rate assumption)  sets out  the variations in the overall qualified 
indicators by,comparison with the value of  those indicators in each 
country  'in 1975,  conventionally  taken as  100. 
On  examining  the figures  in these tables,  the comment  could be 
made  that there are marked differences  in the indices for  individual 
social security branches,  obviously originating from  the different 
coefficients which may  be  allocated to ind.ividual  phenom~na in each 
country.  This  is obviously reflected in the overall indicators, 
so that the differences  in  ev~ry country,  except  Germany,  are particularly 
marked. -40- V/48(80)-EN 
The qualified indices  confirm that  the differences between 
the  two  projections are slight. 
Of  special interest is Table  IV.l9,  which  shows  that the 1985 
values  for  Italy,  Luxembourg,  the Netherlands  and  the United Kingdom 
·are higher than 100,  as  in the case of  the simple indicators.  The 
table also  ponfirms  the negative trend in the case of Belgium  and 
Ireland.  The  conclusions that may  be drawn  from  the figures  for 
Germany  are somewhat  different. 
The  1995  figures  for  two  countries,  Ireland  and  the United 
Kingdom,  are below  100,  while  Belgium returns to  about  the  same  level 
as  in 1975. i"" 
i 
~ 
.·  -41- V/48(80)-EN 
TABLE  IV.l4 
~(•ali  fied  j Yldicator  - Ll'lvalidi  ty  - Retirement  age:  65 
(expressed as a  percentace of the GDP) 
--- ~----- ---:----1 
-------
YEARS 
com, ..  rt..:..~ 
'  1965  1970  1975  1985 .(a  198~)  199!b), 
~--· 
I 
- 0.60  0.72  0 .. 88  l  0.93  0.96  1.00 
BEIJ}lill·l 
'! 
~  , 
D1'1rr.1.ARK 
(c)  (c)  1,01 
i 
1,00  0,95  0.98 
(c)  (c)  (c)  I  (c)  (c) 
FRANCE 
I 
(c) 
I 
1.37  1.33  1.47  1 .. 55  l  .. •.a  1.62 
FED .R::?  .Gffe.:.~rY 
IRE.i.AJID 
(c)  0.31  0.22  . o. 22  0.18 i  0.24 
rrALY 
0-98  1.07 :  1.28  ·1.. 35  ..  1.43  1.61 
(d)  l-OB  . 1.  0.2  1-20  l-21  1.30 
wx:r::.30URG 
1~lf.tl~LA1IDS 
(c)  ·1. 77  1.74  1.80  1.75  2.16 
UNITED  KINGOO:i•~ 
(c)  0.58  0-93  0.95  1.04  0.66 
I  ---
{a)  Using the demographic  forecasts drawn  up by the Council of Europe. 
(b)  Using the demographic  forecasts  drah~ up for  the  Commission. 
(c)  There are  no·~requencies of specific types of invalidityo 
(d)  No  figures  available on the working  populationo 
; 
I 
J· 
!...  - - -·----·----- -
/  . .. 
V/48(80)-EN 
-42- .·  TABLE  IVol5 
'}Jalified indicator-:- Tzmporarv clise.bility- Retire:nent  ac:-e:  ,6,2 
(expressed as a  pcrcenta.t;e of the GDP) 
-----~ ---- ----------- - -
COUNT~IES  YEARS  -
1965  1970  l975 (a)  19ss<b>  '1985 
---·~ --- ------- ------------~--- -- ----
BEWIUi·~  0.67  0.71  0.75  0 .. 81  0-86 
DE!J'?·L\."1K  (c)  (c)  (c)  {c)  (c) 
FRANCE  - 1.17  0.90  0.95  ().96  1.08 
FED.  REP.  GUL.:A:NY  1.28  1.32  1.00  (  dJ 
1.06  1.09 
IRELAND  0.54  o.-78  0,38  0,37  0. 40 
- ' 
ITALY  0. 64.  0 .. 63  0.91  0.92  0.99 
LUXE:-:BOURG  (e)  0.61  0,94  1.03  1.05 
:t-n~:rHt:t  L.AH DS  0.98  1.24  1.49  .  1.55  1.51 
UNITED  KINGOOM:  (e)  1.17  1.68  1.74  1.87  -
(a)  Using the derJiographic  forecasts drawn  up by the Conncil of ~u.rope. 
(b)  Using the demographic  forecaeis  dravm up for  the  Commission. 
{c)-There are no  frequencies concerning  specific disabilitieso 
(d)  The distribution by age of the worldng population has been estimated 
on the basis of data for the nearest year.available.  -
(e)  No  figures  available  on the. v1orking population. 
/ 
,...,. 
·I 
1.995  (~) 
-------
0.93 
(c) 
1.10 
1.16 
0.44: 
1.07 
1.07 
1.68 
1.17 -43- V/48(80)-EN 
.· 
'!'ABLE  IV  .16 
Qualified indicator - Health care  (a) 
(expressed as a  percent~e of the  GDP) 
--~-----------------------......__  _____________  -·  ·--
~~~=------~~-------·--l~~-~_m_s_~l---~~--~,~--
1970  1  1975  '19 8_5  __ -(b)  19  8~C)'  1995  (C)  ! 
1965  :  r 
BEWIUM 
FRANCE 
FED. REP. G  illi•LAJIY 
IRELAND 
ITALY 
IJJXil·ffiOURG 
NEI'ID~  LAHDS 
IDITTED  KIUGOO'M 
3.66 
(d) 
4.67 
4.77 
5.81 
5 .. 42 
(e) 
6.29 
3.19 
3.70 
.  (d) 
4.70 
I  :::~ 
!  5.45 
I 
l 
I  3.37 
6.32 
3 .. 22 
1  3.73 
-(d) 
4.72 
4.87 
I  5.81 
5-50 
·3 .. 26 
:  6.36  .. 
3.27 
4.65 
4. 84 
i  !  5.80 
l·  5.56 
1  3.39 
\  6.41 
I 
3.29 
3.66  I 
(d)  I 
i  I  l  4,67 
4.89 
5.76 
5.53 
' 3.38 
6.40 
3.29 
3.70 
(d) 
4.72 
4.90 
5.69 
5.58 
3.41 
6.44 
3.29 
I 
~----------------~----------~------~--------~------~------~-------L 
(a)  The  average  specific cost  for 1975  for the various countries has been 
used for all years. 
(b)  Using the demographic  forecasts dra\in up by the Council of Eu.rope. 
(c)  Using the  demogr~phic foreca-sts  drawn up  for  the  Commission·. 
(d)  There is no  average  specific cost. 
(e)  No  figures  are  a~ailable on the workine populationo -44- V/48(80)-EN 
,• 
TABLE  IV.l7 
£:~~:.~-_fi~..:_~.Jn~~.l1tor  All benefits  (a)  Retirement  a:;e:  65 
Unemployment  rate:  3%  (of  working  popu)ation) 
(e~prc8s€d as a  percentage of the  GDP) 
.  ----------------------..--· 
- COUNrRIES  YF.ARS 
I  (a >!  (b ) 
1965  1970  1975  1985  1985  199~  (b?.J 
~-----------------
I 
i 
BEJ.J]IUM  13.16  . 13.67  14.11 
I 
13-76  13.68 
D!~Il-tARK  - I 
- - - -
l 
I 
. 
FHANCE  - I  - - - '•  - . 
I 
i 
15.38 
! 
FJ<:D. REP. G  ERI·!ANY  15.98  16,33  16-02  I 16.59  - I.  t 
I 
. I 
IRELAND  - 14.63  I  14.16  _14.  ,02  13.62 
\ 
I 
ITALY  14.17  15.15  i  15.69  16,21  16.22  . 
wx~.LBOURa  - 13.38  13,81  14-10  14.07 
Nl<.."THlliLAUDS  - 16.29  16.89  17.26  17.09 
UNITED  KI!lGOOM  - 13.35  14.68  14.88  15.10 
(a)  Using the demographic  forecasts  drawn up by the Cou..Tlcil  of Europe. 
(b)  Using the  ~emographic forecasts draiin up  for  the  Commission. 
• 
l 
I 
I 
i 
, 
Note:  No  overall qualified indiGators have  been  shown  for  those cciuntries  and 
those years  for which it .has  been .impossible. to determine qualified 
indicators  for  the  individual benefits. 
/ 
14.21 
-
: 
-
16.80 
. 
13.18 
17.10 
14.52 
18.07 
: 
14.04  I 
I -
-45-
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__ TABL..~ IV  o 18 
~'l:if~~~.iE_cice.tor  - All benefits  (a)  - Retirement  a,p-e:  65 
Unemployment  rate:  61  (of.working  populati_on) 
(expressed as a  percentage of the GDP) 
--·--
.  YKA..RS  ·-
COUNTRIES  -
--
1965  .i  1970  1975  I  1985(a) 1  19~~· 
I  I 
; 
j 
I  ..; 
~ 
I 
1-
13.72  14.23  14.68 
i  14.36  14.30  BEl.c  IUI~~  i 
D}1IT.1ARK  - - - - - ! 
'· 
FRPJ{CE  - - - - '.  - '  .  . 
17 '29
1 
FED.REP .Gfl?1.:ANf  16.04  16.62  16.~8  16.70 
I·  , 
IRELAND  - 15.15  I  14  •·  68  14. 53  14-17 
I  I 
I 
: 
14.74  I  15.69  I  16 • 20  16.72  16.771  ITALY 
I 
! 
I 
14.-71
1  !  13.94  14.40 
I 
14.72  i  llJXZ.ffiOURG  - I 
~ 
i 
I  I  17 • 42 
! 
liEI'~'LAliDS  - 16.83  l  17.82  17.63 
I  !  , 
UNITED  KIUGOOM  - 14.01  15.35  15.58  15.82 
(a)  Using the demographic  fore;casts  dravm  up by the Council of Europe. 
(b)  Using the demographic  forecasts drawn up for  the  Commission •  . 
--
199~b) 
14.85 
-
-
17.50 
13.76 
17.69 
15.16 
18.67 
14.77 
Note:  No  overall qualified indicators bave  been  shown  for  those countries  and. 
those  years  for  which it has  been  impossible to determine-qualified 
indicators for  the individual benefits. 
. 
l 4  : 
•  I 
I  I 
'  4  I 
-1  • 
~ 
J 
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TABLE  IV.l9 
/ 
yar_:-ia!_ion  if':..  .z~11e  aualified indicator for the various countries -
All benefits hl 
(1975  =  100) 
- - --
' 
COUNTRIES 
YEARS 
I 
-
;  I  (b)  I  (c) 
I  , (c 
. 1965  1970  j  1975 
I  1985  1985  1995  . \ 
) 
j 
I 
I 
! 
I  ! 
93.3  !  96.9  100.0 
I  9?.  5  97 .a  100.  BELGIUM  I  I 
7 
i 
.I 
D  !~Jl.1A.'RK  - I  - - -
~  - -
I 
~  I  I 
FRAJ~CE  - - I  - l  - _  ... 
!  - I  I·  l 
94.2 
I  97.9  i  100.0  I  98.1  10l..q102.9  FED. R~.  GtE.:PJff  l 
I 
I  I 
J 
IRELAND  -
I 
103.3  100.0  99.0  96.21  93.1 
I 
90.3 
I  96.6  100  .. 0  103.3  103. J  109.0  ITALY 
1 
lJJXE.ffiOURG  - 96-9  100.0  j102.  1  101.  105.1 
' 
1'EI'Hffi LAliDS  - 96.4  100,0  102-2  101.2 107.-o 
UNITED  KINGDOM  - 90  .. 9  100."0  101.4  102.~  95.6 
. -
(a)  Unemployment  rate:  3%.  Reitrement  age:  65. 
• 
(b)  Using the demographic  forecasts drat·m  up by the Council of Europe. 
(c)  Using the demographic  forecasts drawn  up  for  tne  Commission. -47- V/48(80)-EN 
IV.4  An  alternative·retirement_  age  hypothesis 
As  specified in III.2,  one of the conventions  adopted  in 
constructing the simple  and qualified indicators was  a  standard 
pensionable retirement  age.  All  the data in the tables under section 
IV.2  are based on the hypothesis  that the retirement  age  for pension 
purposes is 65.  It is well  known  that this is not  the true position 
in some  of the EEC  member  states.  Thought  should be  given to-the 
effects of  a  different retirement  age,  one of  the  aims  being  to 
furnish  factors  on which  assessments  may  be based  i  n 
the countries where  the retirement  age is currently 65  and  over 
lower that age.  The  decision has  been taken to work  out  the figures 
for both the simple  and  the qualified indicators on the assumption 
that the retirement  age  for both men  and women  is 60. 
Table  IV.20 -gives  simple indicators  (and also the qualified 
indicators,  since there are no  divergences  in this case)  for  the 
old age  branch of social security. 
Table  IV.21  shows  the overall simple indicators,  which  take 
the change in retirement  age  into account  for both old age  and 
the other branches of social security. 
-Table  IV.22 sets out  the overall qualified indicators,  also 
taking the change  in the retirement  age  into account. 
Both  the simple  and  the qualified indicators refer to the 
assumption that the unemployment  rate is 3%  of the working population. -48-
Comparing  the figures  in Table  IV.20 with those in Table  IV.4, 
the average  increase in the simple indicator for old age is about  , 
35%  to 40%,both  in 1985  and  in 1995.  The  increases  in the previous 
years  are even higher.  It is obvious  that the variations in question, 
together with the minor variations occurring in the other branches, 
are reflected in the simple  and qualified overall indicators, 
although the percentage effects are less marked. 
If the changes  in retirement  age were  no more  than one or two 
years,  the corresponding indicator values  could be accurately  gauged 
by  linear interpolation. -49- V/48{80)-E~ 
TABLE  IV.20 
- Petire~ent  a~e:  60 
----~--~ 
(expressed us a percentase of the GDP) 
-
YEARS 
COUNTRI~  -----
1965  l  1970  1975  I i985 (a)  19~g>  1995  (c) 
. 
~ 
~ 
, 
BEJ.)}IUM  8~32  8.55  8.60  8-46  8 .. 28  8.44. 
.. 
?-38  ? .. 88  8.39 
i  8.87  8-84 
D~f!.l.ARK 
!  8 .. 47 
! 
FRANCE  7.82  8.12  8.28  l  7.51  7.80  8.19 
FED.REP .G:Eru.1ANY  8.07  8.66  9-04  I  8.65  8.91  9.33'  I  I 
IREluUID  f.  97  7 .. 03  7.06  I·  6. 73  6.44  5.56 
ITALY  6.56  7.10  7 .. 77 
I 
8.27  8.041  8.74 
I 
VJXE.ffiOUR3  (c)  8.33  . 8.42  8.29  I  8.05  8.91 
I 
I  N'.t."TH.ER LAJIDS  6.27  6.55  7.16  7.52  7.33  7.69 
UNIT ED  KI!;G OOi-!  8 .. 01  8.45  ·8.83  8.98  9.06  8.68 
- -
(a)  Using  the.de~ographic forecasts drru·m  up by the Council of EUropeo 
(b)  Using the demoGraphic  forecasts drawn  up for  the  Commission. 
(c)  No  figures availableo 
I 
I 
I ..  -
•' 
~ 
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TABLE  IV  .21 
Simple  indicator  All benefits  (a)  Retire1:1ent  age:  60 
' 
(expressed a.s  a  perccnta..,:-e  of the GDP) 
Unemployment  rate:  3%  (of  working  population) 
CO'lP.ITR I :::S 
YT~AHS 
1965  1970  1975  1985 
(a)  198~b' 
--
I 
BEWIUM  17.42  17.62  17.70 
:  17,61  17.711 
I  i  Dl~J!.1ARK  1'7. 25  17.79  18.38  18.79  18-71: 
I 
I 
FflPJ~CE  17  •. 32  17~45  17~61  16.93  17.611 
.  !  i 
I 
19  .. 20j  FED. REP. G  ffil!.ANY  18-08  18.55  18.99  I  18.88  I 
i  l  IRELA~"'D  16.03  16.05  I  15.99  15.47  15.43 
I  I 
I 
I 
ITALY- 15.74  16.38  16.70  I  17.29  17.26  l 
I1J X  r::.ffiQUR G  (c)  17.44  17.53  17.63  17.62 
~"ErHERLA1IDS  15.12  15.41  16.03  .  16.28  lq.04 
UNI'f'ED  KINGOOM  17,97  18.18  18,65  18.84  ·19  .. 11 
-. 
(a)  Using the demographic  forecasts dra.\·m  up by the Council of Europe. 
-(b)  Using the demographic  foreca_.sts  dravm up  tor  the  Commission. 
(c)  no  figures availableo 
l 
~ 
1995 (b)  --
! 
i 
17.65  ! 
17.97 
17.51 
19.02  I 
I 
14.29 
~ 
I 
i 
17.71  I 
i 
17.96  ! 
i 
I 
16.15 J 
18.20 
' .. 
···-~l 
'1  . J 
.. 
----------
C01.J1t1
1HL~ 
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TABLE  IV.22 
5;;_Ial_i_f'_i_e_cl_~!d~:._at or  __  -__  A_l_l_b_e_n_e._f_i_t_s __  ~Ret  i re:.1ent  a..:;e:  60 
( cJ:p:r·essed as a  percent~se of the GDP) 
Unemployment  rate:  3%'(of working  population) 
YEARS 
' 
----
(a)  (b)  (b) 
l9o5  1970  1975  .1985  J 98:) 
------~  .. 
~ 
BEWltr.·!  15  .. 86  16.26  16  .. 54  16.44  16-42 
Dl'..:llt~>tK  - I  - l  - - -
I 
FHANCE  - I  - - - -
Fr.:D. H  EP. G  ~.!JJlY  18  .. 49  19  .. 11  19.79  19.13  I  19,37 
IRr~LAND  - 16.,77  16.33  l 
15.94  i  15.67 
I  -
j  ITALY  16., 21- 17  .. 01  17,94  18.53  18,50 
:  I 
LU X:t:.LBO:JRG  - 15-84  15.98  16.25  16.53 
1'ErHiliL.\NDS  - 18  .. 79  19,66  19  .. 97  19,A2 
UNITED  KnmroM  - 15  .. 86  17.14  17.35  17.55 
- --- .. - ·--
(a)  Using the de!!!OGTaphic  forecasts dra\m up by the _Council of Europe. 
(b)  Using the demographic  forecasts dra\m_up ·:tor.the  Commission. 
1995 
16.19 
._ 
-
18.93 
14.33 
18.95 
16.46 
19.65 
15.63 
Note:  Where it has  been .. :lropossible to determine  the qualified  indica~ors 
for.individual benefits,  no  Qverall  qualified indicators have  been 
sho~n for  the  corresponding oauntries  and  years. 
--
: 
: -52- V/48(80)-EN 
IV.5  _A ____  c_o_m~p~a_r_i_s_o  __  n  ___  w  __  i_t_h  ____  t_h_e  ___  d_a_t  __  a  ____  i_n  ___  t  __  h~e  ____  S_o_c_i~a_l  ____  A_c_c_o  __  u~n~t~s~ 
It  may  be  of  interest  to  compare  the  overall  simple  ~ 
qualified indicators with the corresponding  indicators  as  calculated 
for  the Social Accounts  of the Communities. 
The Social Accountsshow  the ratios between each country's 
effective costs  and its gross  domestic product.  The  ratios are worked 
out  on  the basis of the direct costs of benefits  and  also on  the basis 
of overall costs,  i.e.  inclusive of administrative expenditure  and  other 
minor  items. 
As  is obvious,  our figures  have been  compared only with  the 
indicators based  on direct costs of benefits,  and  we  have  also restricted 
ourselves  to  1970  and  1975.  It was  impossible to make  comparisons  for 
1965  as  the Social Accounts  for that year did not  cover  the three 
countries which  later joined the Community.  No  comparisons were  possible 
for  1985 or 1995,  since the predictions made  by  theEuropean  Social  Budget 
stop at  1980. 
The  data in question are set out  in Table  IV.23.  The  simple  and 
qualified indicators used  are those referring to  a  retirement  age of  65 
and  the  assumption of  a  3%  unemployment  rate. 
The  ratios in Table  IV.23 give  some  indication of the greater 
level of social sec,urity cover achieved  in every member  state by 
comparison with the various  conventions  th~t have  been taken into account 
when  constructing the indicators.  Since these conventions have  for 
the most  part been taken from  the Council of Europe Protocol,  to  an 
extent  they constitute a  minimum  level. -53- V/48(80)-EN 
An  interesting point  is that only one country,  Ireland,  had 
values of.less than 100.  A comparison between simple  and qualified 
indicators  shows  that marked differences exist,  especially in Italy, 
the Netherlands  and  the United Kingdom. 
Referring to the qualified indicators where  the comparison is 
more  specifically significant,  the highest  indicator in 1975 is to be 
found  in Germany,  followed  by  Luxembourg,  the Netherlands  and  Belgium, 
the countries where  the level of  social security cover  exceeds  the 
level specified by  the Council of Europe Protocol by  50%.  Ireland, 
the United Kingdom  and  Italy are in a  less  favourable position, 
with  about  40%  increases  in the level of social security cover. -54--
V/48{80)-EN 
.. 
TABLE  IV.23 
(af  Ratio between  expcn1iture  on benefits  as  shown  by  Social Accounts 
and  the simple  and  qualified indicators  (multiplied by  lOO~b) 
---------·- -
I  . 
1  -- -
COUNTHI~  SIIil.PLE  TIIDICATORS.  QUALIFIED  INDICATO?.S 
, 
1970  1975  1970  1975  f------ -
. 
BEJ.DIUM  111 ,·3  142.1  1~4:4  155.9 
D~n.WtK  124.2  166.7  ·- -
I 
FRANCE  117  .. 1  ·139. 2  - -
" 
FED. R  ~.  G  l:"Rr.:.AJ~l'"Y  134~0  172.5  132-7  172.1 
IRELAND  88.6  138.2  86.8  139.1  . 
ITALY  117.6  150.2  112.9  138-3 
UJXil.ffiOURG  107.2  151.0  119-6  166.5 
NEl'HEiiLANDS  153.  2'  200.4  123.4  159-9 
UNITED  KI!;COOM  111 .. 9  12_4 .1  133.3  139.0 
-
(a)  as  a  percentage of  the gross  domestic  pr-oduct. 
_(b)  Indicators pertaining to retirement  age of  65  and  unemployment 
rate of  3%  of  w~rkin~_population. -55- V/48(80)-EN 
V.  CONCLUSIONS 
V.l  Comments  on  the  method  emp_loyed 
Before setting out  the conclusions  that may  be  drawn  from  the 
findings  given in chapter  IV,  a  few  comments  are called for on the 
method  employed,  returning to some  of  the points discussed in chapter 
II. 
As  already explained at  length,  the general criterion used 
to highlight  a  given factor is that  the other factors  contributing 
towards  a  given result are maintained constant over  a  specified period 
of  time  and  in a  specified area. 
In this specific case of  the costs  incurred for social security 
systems,  for  the purpose of comparison it was  essential to assume 
that the  fol~owing factors  are constant:  :.the legislative measures 
governing  the allocation of benefits and  the rates  of benefit,  and 
individual  and  general  increases  in earnings  (increases in real  terms 
and  those due  to monetary  devaluation). 
The first idea·that  comes  to mind  is to  take the legislation in 
each country at  the  time of calculation,  and  the level of  earnings 
reached at that  same  time.  In so doing,  however,  the comparisons 
between the countries would  be  less significant since the non-demographic 
factors  for  each  country would  be  established at "different"  levels, 
even  though it would  always  be possible to assess  the influence of 
demographic  factors  in relative terms  - as  has  in fact  been the case 
with the survey on pensions  conducted under  the auspices of  the Council 
of Europe.  If,  however,  the·comparison is to be made  more  significant 
and  the calculation procedure simplified,  it is preferable to use 
a  system of standard l«Lslation applicable to all countries  and  to 
state the rate of benefits  as  a  percentage of  the gross  domestic 
product per head of population,  as  has  been done  in our case. -56- V/48(80)-EN 
When  choosing the system of standard benefits,  reference to 
the  "minimum  standards"  laid down  at international  level,  such  as  those_, 
contained  in the Council  of Europe Protocol,  has  the undoubted  advantage 
that  the findings  can be used to ascertain the extent  to which  the 
legislation of  each  country  exceeds  or falls short of  the  ''minimum 
standards"  of social security cover. 
The results obtained obviously depend  on  the system of benefits 
chosen  and,  in the case of future years,  the  type of hypothesis 
selected for demographic,predictions.  When  setting out  the findings, 
however,  it was  found  that  the differences  are slight - at least as 
far  as  the second factor is concerned  - and  do  not modify  the essential 
conclusions at which we  have  arrived using  the method  in question.  . 
The  final  point  we  should like to make  is that the value of 
the research is immediately apparent when  one  compares  the data for 
a  year  in which  the population structure is known.  Taking  1975  as 
ah  example,  when  the findings  for  each branch of social security 
and  each  country  are set out  in a  single table,  Table V.l,  the figures 
clearly show  that,  the benefits being equal,  there are substantial 
differences  between  individual countries  due  solely to demographic 
iactors. 
Of  all these differences,  the  following are of special interest: 
- in the "old age"  branch,  there are divergences  of over  1.5% 
(Netherlands  4.93  Ge~any 6.44); 
- in the "survivors"  branch,  the differences  are relatively more 
marked,  the indicators ranging  from  0.54·in the Netherlands  to 
0.96  in Luxembourg; 
- the divergences  in respect of "invalidity" are equally great: 
1.01 in the Netherlands  and  2.20 in Denmark; 
- finally,  the differences  in the "total"  indicators are as  high 
as  3%  of the gross  domestic  product per head of population: 
13.47  in the Netherlands  and  16.44 in the United  Kingdom. -57~  V/48(80)-EN 
These  findings  make it obvious  that it would  be impossible 
to standardize benefits in all EEC  countries at the same  cost in 
each,  if only due  to the effect of the demographic  factors.  This 
in itself an  important  preliminary finding  from  the research that 
has  been done. T
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V.2  Structural  changes  in  the  population  predicted  for 
1985  and  1995 
Having  commented  on the important  finding  i~ section V.l,  in 
this section we  shall summarize  and briefly comment  on  the remaining 
major findings. 
We  shall consider only  one of the  two  demographic  projections 
·  of  the  European  Communitie:;. 
used,  the predictions drawn up for the Commission t  As  has  been  po1.nted 
out,  its advantage is that more  homogeneous  criteria were  applied 
to the difference countries  and it has  been based on more up-to-date 
figures. 
In addition,  for  the sake of brevity,  the only comparisons  made 
wiil be  between  1975  on  the one  hand  and,  on  the other,  1985  and  1995. 
Starting with  the  demographic  projections,  the preliminary 
observation could be made  that  the following  changes will occur in 
the total  and  working populations of  individual countries in the 
period between  the dates specified: 
PERCENTAGE  VARIATIONS  BETWEEN  1975  1985  and  1995 
' 
total population  working population 
~--------
___  .,.. _______ 
~----------------------
1985  1995  1985  1995  -- --
1975  1975  1975  1975 
BELGIUM  +  0.8  +  1.8  +  10.5  +  17.8 
DENMARK  +  3.0  +  5.5  - 2.5  +  1.1 
FRANCE  +  5.3  +  9.2  +  17.7  +  24.0 
FED.  REP.  OF  GERMANY  - 1.2  - 3.0  +  7.5  +  7.9 
IRELAND  +  12.2  +  28.5  +  14.0  +  38.9 
ITALY  +  3.8  +  6.8  +  11.1  +  23.3 
LUXEMBOURG  +  1.1  - 0.2  +  10.6  +  9.9 
NETHERLANDS  +  4.5  +  9.6  +  6.0  +  24.7 
UNITED  KINGDOM  +  o:1  +  2.8  +  8.1  +  12.4 -60- V/48(80)-EN 
A  point of note is that  the working  population in every-country 
except  Denmark  is growing faster than the total population.  While 
this is und'oubtedly  a  positive factor  in one  sense,  it also creates 
the probiem of  finding  employment  for this  new  labour force. 
Turning to the  age structure of the  individual countries'  populations, 
the  following  table  shows  the predicted changes  ·in  the percentage 
of  two  age groups,  0  - 18  and  65  and  over,  between  1975  and  1985/1995. 
PERCENTAGE  VARIATION  IN  AGE  STRUCTURE  OF  POPULATION  BETWEEN 
1975  AND  1985  AND  BETWEEN  1975  and  1995 
0  - 18  65  and  over 
~------------------~--1---------- ---.... -------
1985  1995  1985  1995  -- --
1975  1975  1975  1975 
BELGIUM  - 10.1%  - 9.8%  - 9.3%  - 3.6% 
DENMARK  - 1.8%  - 4.4%  +  16.8%  +  5.1% 
FRANCE  - 8.8%  - 13.0%  - 9.7%  - 1.5% 
FED.  REP.  OF  GERMANY  - 20.4%  - 21.8%  0.0  +  4.9% 
IRELAND  - 2.3%  - 3.1%  - 8.0%  - 17.9% 
ITALY  - 7.9%  - 14.9%  +  6.7%  +  18.5% 
LUXEMBOURG  +  9.1%  +  5.5%  - 5.3%  +  2.3% 
NETHERLANDS  - 14.5%  - 22._5%  +  6.4%  +  14.5% 
UNITED  KINGDOM  - 10.2%  - 13.0%  '+  4.3%  +  5.0% 
In this table,  it will be  noted that: 
- in the  0  - 18  age  group,  ·a  reduction in the percentage composition is 
predicted in every country  except  Luxembourg,  the fall being particularly 
large in Germany; 
in the 65  and  over  age  group,  an  increase is predicted in four  countries, 
Denmark,  Italy,  the Netherlands  and  the United Kingdom,  no  change  in 
Germany  and  a  reduction in the remaining  four,  as  far  as  1985 is 
concerned;  in 1995,  it is predicted that there will be  a  fall  in 
three countries  (Belgium,  France  and  Ireland)  and  an  increase in the 
other countries. -61- V/48(80)-EN 
V.3  The  effects  of  demographic  factors  on  individual 
branches ·of  social  security ·and  on  the  overall  system 
Tables  V.2,  V.2.a,  V.3  and V.3.a set out  figures  that  can be 
useq  to assess  the effects of  demographic  factors  on  individual 
branches  of social security  and  on  the social security system  as  a 
whole. 
Tables  V.2  and V.2.a show  the variations "in absolute  terms" 
1 
in the simplefudicators  between  1975  and  1985  and  between  1975  and  1995. 
The variation as it applies to the system  as  a  whole  is obviously the 
algebraic  sum  of  the variations in each of the branches ·of  which it is 
made  up. 
Tables  V.3  and  V.3.a provide  a  similar comparison between the 
indicators for  1975  and  for  1985  and  1994,  although  the comparison is 
made  by  working out  the ratios between  the  simple indicators for 
individual branches  and  the simple indicators for  the system  as  a  whole. 
Table V.2 clearly shows  that the demographic  factors  - and 
it should be  emphasized  that their  effect has  been  assessed on the 
basis of the Council  of Europe Protocol  - will,  in the ten year period 
taken into account,  bring about  increases of at most  0.5%  of  the 
per capita gross  domestic  product  in the branches  as  a  whole  in six 
countries,  and  reductions  of up  to  0.5%  in the remaining  three countries. 
It will  also be  noted that the  largest variations occur in the "old  age" 
and  "family allowances"  branches,  a  factor that is linked with  the changes 
in the age  structure of'the population. -62- V/48(80)-EN 
The  figures  in Table V.2.a show that,  according to  the  assumptions 
taken into account,  over the  twenty year period in question, 
increases  will occur in the branches  as  a  whole  in eight countries 
with the maximum  increase of 1.4 in Italy.  In Ireland,  on  the other 
hand,  the reduction.will  be  almost  one point. 
Similar conclusions will obviously be reached  in the  light of 
Tables  V.3  and V.3.a,  which  show  the variations in the indicators. 
Overall,  these variations will be  no  greater than  ± 4%  in 1985, 
although  the maximum  changes  in 1995 will be closed  to  ±  10%. 
There  are particularly marked  variations in the indicators for invalidity, 
temporary disability and  family  allowances. 
Our  conclusions  have  to  a  great extent  been  confirmed  by  the 
qualified indicators,  even  though  the demographic  factors  included in 
the latter are not  only  those pertaining to population structure but 
also  the differences  in individual countries'  frequencies  of  invalidity 
and  temporary disability and  in their medical  care costs.  Table~ 
V.4,  V.4.a,  V.5  and V.5.a- which  correspond·to Tables  V.2,  V.2.a, 
V.3  and V.3.b respectively- can be used  to verify these conclusions. 
To  supplement  the conclusions that  can be derived  from  the  two 
sets of  indicators provided,  a  final  comparison was  made  between  the 
qualified indicator for  1985  and  1995  and  the simple  indicator for 
1975,  both  indicators  r~ferring to all branches  as  a  whole.  The 
difference between  these  two  indicators  shows  the effect of the  two 
types of demographic  factors  taken into account:  population structure 
and  frequency  of  the events  covered  by  social security. 
• • 
-63- V/48(80)-EN 
These dif-ferences  are the algebraic  sum  of  the differences 
in each  type of factor,  as  clearly shown  by  the figures  in the 
following  table. 
AND  1995 
DIFFERENCE  BETWEEN  THE  QUALIFIED  INDICATOR  FOR  1985/AND  THE 
SIMPLE  INDICATOR  FOR  1975 
due  to: 
population  frequency 
total  structure  coefficients 
---------~--------- ---------~---------
(a) 
~------- --------
1985  1995  1985  1995  1985  1995 
'  BELGIUM  - 1.80  - 1.27  - 0.33  - 0.17  - 1.47  - 1.10 
DENMARK  - - - - - -
FRANCE  - - - - - -
FED.REP.GERMANY  +  0.30  +  0.51  +  0.31  +  0.13  - 0.01  +  0.38 
IRELAND  - 0.63  - 1.07  - 0.57  - 0.94  - 0.06  - 0.13 
ITALY  +  1.77  +  2.65  +  0.52  +  0.84  +  1.?5  +  1.81 
LUXEMBOURG  - 1.16  - 0.71  +  0.17  +  0.15  - 1.33  - 0.86 
NETHERLANDS  +  3.62  +  4.60  +  0.19  +  0.49  +  3.43  +  4.11 
UNITED  KINGDOM  - 1.34  - 2.40  +  0.37  +  0.12  - 1.71  - 2.52 
' 
(a) 
frequency!  of occurrence of  invali,dity,  temporary-disability 
and  medical  care costs .
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V.4  The  alternative  hypotheses 
As  explained  in previous chapters,  alternative hypotheses 
relating to certain social security branches  were  taken into account. 
In the first place,  two  rates of unemployment  have  been  assumed: 
3%  and  6%.  All  the data set out  in the preceding sections are 
based on  the hypothesis that the unemployment  rate is  3%  of the working 
population,  as  already stated. 
It may  be helpful at this point  to  show  the increase in the 
simple  indicators for all branches  in the years  1975,  1985  and  1995 
when  the unemployment  rate is increased  from  3%  to  6%. 
PERCENTAGE  INCREASE  IN  SIMPLE  INDICATORS  WHEN  ASSUMED  UNEMPLOYMENT  RATE 
IS  INCREASED  FROM  3%  TO  6% 
1975  1985  1995 
BELGIUM  3.7  4.1  4.0 
DENMARK  4.4  4.1  4.2 
FRANCE  3.8  4.4  4.2 
FED.  REP.  GERMANY  4.0  4.2  4.1 
IRELAND  3.6  4.0  ' 
4.3 
ITALY  3.5  3.7  3.7 
LUXEMBOURG  3.9  4.2  4.0 
NETHERLANDS  3.9  4.0  4.1 
UNITED'KINGDOM  4.1  4.3  4.3 .. 
-73- V/48(80)-EN 
'The alternative hypothesis  taken into account  related to the 
pensionable retirement  age.  With  the figures  quoted up  to this point, 
the assumption has  been that  the retirement  age  is 65.  The  decision 
was  reached  to give thought  to the hypothesis of  a  retirement  age of 
60:  in many  countries,  this age is closer to the regulations in 
force  and· in some  cases it is even higher  than the actual retirement 
age  (in Italy,  for  example,  the minimum  pensionable retirement  age  for 
women  is 55). 
Tables  V.6  and V.6.a,  which  refer to simple indicators,  show 
the main  findings  from  this additional  research, ·expressed as ratios 
between the indicators for 1985  and  1995  and  the indicators for  1975. 
For  a  better understanding of the differences  that occur 
when  the pensionable  age is deemed  to be 65  and  when it is deemed  to 
be 60,  we  have  warked out  the percentage increases  in the simple 
indicators for  the social security system  as  a  whole under the  two 
hypotheses  in 1975,  1985  and  1995,  the unemployment  rate being  assumed 
to be  3%  in both cases. 
PERCENTAGE  INCREASES  IN  SIMPLE  INDICATORS  IF  THE  ASSUMED  RETIREMENT  AGE 
IS  REDUCED  FROM  65  TO  60 
1975  1985  1995 
BELGIUM  14.3  16.9  11.4  . 
DENMARK  13.5  13.5  8.5 
FRANCE  13.5  15.2  10.5 
FED.  REP.  GERMANY  16.6  15.7  11.3  l 
IRELAND  12.2  12.8  7.1 
ITALY  15.6  15.3  11.7 
LUXEMBOURG  15.1  14.4  13.0 
NETHERLANDS  19.0  17.4  11.2 
UNITED  KINGDOM  13.4  13.7  8.4 '
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It  is  certain that  if the  variation  in  the  retirement  age  had 
been  Limited  to  one  or  two  years  then  the  aforementioned percentage  increases 
would  have  been  proportionately  Less.  By  means  of  fairly  accurate  guess  work  one 
can  estimate  for  example  that  given  a  retirement  age  of  64  the  corresponding  indi-
cator  could  be  calculated by  increasing  the  value  of  the  indicator  given  for  a 
retirement  age  of  65  by  a  percentage  equal  to  one  fifth  of  the  percentage  increases 
mentioned  in  the  hypothesis  where  the  retirement  ag~  i~  Lowered  from  65  to  60 • 
.  In  order  to  conclude  the examination  of  alternative hypotheses, 
expressed  by  means  of  indicators,  Table  V-7·  has  been  produced.  In  this  Table  two 
extreme  cases  are  considered,  one  for  retirement  and  the other  for  unemployment, 
to  give  for  1995: 
A.  "an optimistic"  forecast,  based  on  a  3%  unemployment  rate  with  the  retention 
Cor  raise~ of  retirement  at  65; 
B.  "a  pessimistic"  forecast,  based  on  an  unemployment  rate of  6%  and  a lowering 
of  the  retirement  age  to  60. 
The  figures  in  the  table  represent  the  increase  of  the  simple  indica-
tors  during  the  period  1975-1995  on  the basis of  hypothesis  A,  as  well  as  the 
breakdown  of  the  increase  which  is  confirmed  in  1995  if one  moves  to  hypothesis  B 
from  hypothesis  A. 
The  total  increase  is  then  expressed  as  a  percentage of  the  in-
dicators  for  1975  (hypothesis  A). 
In  whole  numbers  the  different  incr~ases  vary  from  15  to  26% 
with  the  exception  of  the  figures  for  Ireland  where  growth  is  Limited  to  4.4%. .
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 -76- V/48(80)-EN 
V.5  Comparison  with  Social  Accounts 
In section IV.5,  we  stated that  a  decision had  been made  to 
compare  the simple  and  the qualifi'ed  indicators and  the findings 
published in the Social Accounts·,  expressed as  a  percentage of the 
gross  domesti,c. product. 
RATIO  BETWEEN  EXPENDITURE  ON  BENEFITS  AS  PUBLISHED  IN  THE.  SOCIAL  ACCOUNTS 
AND  THE  SIMPLE  AND  QUALIFIED  INDICATORS  (X  100) 
BELGIUM 
DENMARK 
FRANCE 
FED.  REP.  GERMANY 
IRELAND 
ITALY 
LUXEMBOURG 
NETHERLANDS 
UNITED  KINGDOM 
Simple  indicators 
142.1 
166.7 
139.2 
172.5 
138.2 
150.2 
151.0 
200.4 
124.1 
Qualified i.ndicators 
155.9 
172.1 
139.1 
138.3 
166.5 
159  .. 9 
139.0 
These  figures  call for  the  comment  that  they  suppJy  the  answer 
to  a  specific question:  is the level of social security cover in any 
given country during  the year to which  the comparison refers higher 
or lower  than the cover that would  ensue if the minimum  standards set'' 
out  in the Council of  Eur~Be~;ot~l8f7~~r~
0~J8ti~dfurjtY ~RRe be 
observed that  the minimum  standards  have  been easily exceeded  in all 
the countries  concerned  in 1975.  It is  a  very  welcome  finding  and 
demonstrates  the marked progress made  by all the member  states in the 
field of social security. • 
-n- V/48(80)-EN 
One  objection could,  however,  be made  to the figures  previously 
·presented.  The Protocol standards  are in fact based on earnings, 
not  on  the per capita gross domestic product.  There is no  doubt  that· 
average  eanrungs  in the member  states are somewhat  higher than the 
gross domestic  product per head of population.  Had  the indicators been 
based  on earnings,  they would  certainly have been higher,  so  that 
the difference between  the existing level of social security cover  and 
on  the  European  social  security  Code 
the  cover  as prescribed by  the Council of Europe Protocol/would have 
'been less marked.  Unfortunately,  the Protocol supplies no  specific 
information on  the  type of  average earnings  that  should be  taken into 
account.  There  are,  moreover,  substantial difficulties in using 
EEC  statistics,  one of the problems  being that there is no  information 
on  trends  in earnings  by  comparison with  age  and  length of  service 
in employment. 
It may  be  assumed,  therefore,  that the ratios described are 
over-estimates,  although  a  few  soundings  that have  been made  appear 
to show  that  the qualitative conclusion on  the actual social security 
cover being better than the minimum  standards is in fact valid. -78- V/48(80)-EN 
TECHNICAL  BASES " 
c .  • 
AGE. GROUP 
--
20  - 24 
25  -:- 29  .. 
30 - 34 
35  - 39 
40 - 44 
45  - 49 
50  - 54 
55 - 59 
60  - 64 
-
.  , 
-79-
SCHEDULE  1 
Average  invalidity  coefficients,  by  sex ·and~ 
(per  100  bead  of  population) 
-
-
MALE  FEMALE 
, 
0.03  0.03 
-
0.30  .  .. 0.57 
.  0.85  1.93 
I 
1.90  JL73 
4.20  9.97. 
8.80  19~00 
17.00  29.00-
4 
.  2s·.oo  39  .. 00  . 
33.00  49.00 
' c  O'u"J;:;·nr  J 
'lDI~.: 
n.:P.PJC 
FED. REP .CEID-:JJIT 
IRElJ~T]) 
ITALY 
LUXE·iBOURG 
lt~rlERIJJIDS 
!..1NITED  KllJGDOK 
-80- SCHEDULE  2 
S___E_e_ ~j.J_!  -~--- i  n v a 1 i  d i  t y  c o e f  f  i c 1 e n t s  b y  s ex  and  age 
(per  100  head  of  populatio~) 
Y:~Ar: 
19'f,5  1970  .-.-::" 
I  I 
.: ... -.  ....~ 
f-1  F  M  F 
Tot:.l  ' 
~.54  2.85  I  4.16  3.16 
•  .  . 
t;.J1d(:;r  25 
26"- 34  .  ,  ..  . 
35  - 44 
45  - 54 
55 - 66  " 
_Tot~l  6.20  ·6  .. 24 
Total  1-97  1,20 
24  and  under  0-02  .. 0,03  0.03 
25  - 29  0.21  0.23  0.42 
30 - 34  0.60  0,55  1.26 
35  - 39  1.45  1.21  2 .. 98 
40  - 44  3.01  2.73  6".29 
45 - 49.  5.59  5.20  13.46 
50 - 54  11.20  10.00  21.00 
55 - 59  21.00  22.07  34 .oo  1 
60  - 64  31.00  31.00  42.00 
20 and under 
21·- 30  0.12  0.24  0.20  0  25 
31  - 40  0.55  2i18  0.72  1-~55. 
41  - 50  2.37  7.74  2·-71  5  88 
51 - 60  15.35  40.00  16.31  40.00 
over.  60  30.00  50.00  30.00  50-00 
19 and under  0,25  0.10 
20  - 24  0  .. 69  0-54 
•25  29 
1 .. 73  2 .. 76 
30  - 34 
35  39  '4.76  6,47 
40  44 
45  49  9.32  11.37 
50 - 54  1·!:> -19  19.35 
55 - 59  25.74  32  .. 60 
60 - 64  35-00  40.00 
24  and under  0 .'24· .  0.24' 
25. - 29  0.40  0 .. 78 
'30 - 34  0,54  1.33 
35  - 39  0.89  2.17  . 
40  44  1.21  3.98 
45 - 49  1.91  4.60 
50  54  2.84  6,98 
55  59  4,78  10.20 
60  64  10.28  15.00 
Nort.-:  No  ~~5vrt~ availablE;  for  F!'.:-:.:~ce 
--
-
1 9 ·;:, 
- ,.,  J  F 
4.90  4,14 
0.25  0.21 
1.25  1-38 
2.49  3 ..  3.-1  . 
.5.68  7.03 
15  .. 44  13.3~ 
6,81 
1,44  0 .. 79 
0.03  0,03 
0.30  0 .. 57 
0.85  1.93 
1-90  4 .. 73 
4.20  9.97 
8.80  19,00 
17.00  29-00 
25  .. 00  39.00 
33.00  49,00 
0.03 
0.15  0.  111 
0.70  1.20 
2.74  .  5.39 
- 16-52  3r,,·11r, 
30.00  50.00 
0.37  0,?1 
.  1:29  1:21 
2.30  3,80 
3.93  7.09 
6.36.  9.06 
10,49  12.~1 
15,86  17,13 
24.44  28 .lS 
39,63  44,03 
45,00  50.00 
0-19  0.311 
0  38  0. 70-
0.78  1.~1 
l  -03  2.011 
1~43  3.96 
2.11  4.94 
3.24  6  .. 88-
5  28  lO.f,l 
11.31  15.00 l.  •  •  • ' 
.. 
.I 
J..c;e 
15 -
V/48(80) -EN 
-81-
SCHEDULE  3 
Aver age  t  em  p or  a r ~  d 1 s a·b i  1 i  t y  · co  e f  f  i  c i  en  t s  ,  by  s ex  and  age. 
(per  100  bead  of  population) 
. 
group  Male  Female  . 
o  I 
19  '  1.82  3.67 
20  - 24  1-94  4-91 
: 
25 --34  2-15  5-82 
- -
25  -44  2-54  . 
'  5-43 
-
45 -54  3.10  5-22 
\  ' 
- -
55  -64  3-72  5-22 
- -
" 
• --8 Z-
\',  ;:  .. l·  ,•j  ~ 
• 
SCHEDULE  4 
- b  ex  and  age  ·  d 1'sability coefficients,  Y  s  Specific  tempora~v 
(x  ·100) 
. ··-·---- ---------,-----------.-----~---------------~-----
~-----·-]~Q~---
COL-~·:·~~1  ~S  J./·R  j 
_··------ _________  u_'""----+--__,1!  __  ~. ·  ____  f_' __ 
:LGIUJ.I 
.t.JJ CE 
.. 
'J..LY 
\.JXS:-'.BOURG 
{.lr.•.}cr  20 
20  - 24 
25  - 29 
30  - 34 
35  - 39 
40  - ~4 
45  - 49 
50  - 54 
55- 59· 
60  - 64 
·Total 
15  - 19 
20  24 
25  - 34 
35 -44 
45  - 54 
55  - 64 
·Total 
. Total 
Un:le:r  21 
21  - 30 
31  - 40 
-41  - ~0 
51  - 60 
over  60. 
ErhEFJ_~~s  - J  Total 
.. 
Under  20 
20  24 
25  - 29 
30  - 34 
35  -.  39' 
~0  - 44 
45"  - t:9 
50  - 54 
?5  - 59 
60  - 64 
I  . 
1 
I 
0.82 
1.21 
1.52 
1.91 
2.35 
2,78 
3.18 
4,21 
6,05 
9.39 
4.02 
4.45 
4.62 
5.21 
6.43 
9.34 
1,65 
4.88 
5.56 
5.50 
~-26 
5.44 
5,56 
6.45 
6,95 
5.99 
3.51 
5 -·-60 
5 .. 90 
5. 98. 
6.64 
7.33 
3.26  2,52 
2.04 
3.05 
2.93 
3,56 
4r61 
7.81 
.  l  .. 56 
1.73 
1 .. 84 
2.25 
2.60 
2.99 
3.~8 
4  .·~e 
6.74 
11.48 
3 .. 41 
1.88 
2.88 
2,65 
2.31 
3,01 
3,29 
5 .. 35 
2.00 
2.55 
3.04 
4.22 
5.?3 
5 .~7 
7,32 
9.10. 
11. 10 
6.7? 
I 
·t 
I 
~o-te:  No  specific  fic:_.""Ures  available fo!'  l)e:n::.c...rk 
• 
1  C) 70  ~---,-~-7-;·--·--
N  ·-i--'  _F  ~-J.l  I_~·-
. 0 ..  62 
1.27 
1 '49 
1.87 
2.39 
2.81 
'3 .61 
4.07 
5.99 
.9.08 
1.  71· 
5-90 
6.38 
6.07 
5.66 
6.00 
6.98 
7.12. 
7.24 
3.~0 
4.68 
4.14 
4  64 
4.85 
5.44 
6.85 
10.26 
4.00 
6-11 
6-28 
f;  ."36 
6.87 
8.04 
4.  Go  4  .1_1  1 
2 .. 54 
2.64 
2.22 
3;80 
5.29 
6.75 
1~92 
2.22 
2.38 
2.88 
3.18 
3.73 
4.S5 
5.114 
7.95 
l:,.u4 
3.  49·  .
1 
2.02 
2-92 
2-54 
1.93 
4.91 
4-,29 
6-86 
2.36 
2.77 
3.40 
4.71 
5.  8.4 
6.52 
7.42 
10.36 
12.36 
7.67 
p.92 
1.53 
1.89 
2.1 s 
2.60 
3.27 
3.84 
5,01 
5.51 
8.29 
1  ... YS 
5.  9t5 
6.  IC 
·5. 54 
5 '&5"  . 
·r.. j~ 
6.~4 
7.t".B 
6,08 
3,&s 
·.  4.86 
1-99 
. 3.15 
3-72 
4.24 
5-20 
8.41 
2  ('  "·  .:..>c 
4  ..  34'1 
4. 80 
4.88 
5-~0 
6.85 
2.11  2.38 
5.41 
_2-S6  2,20, 
3.09  2.8& 
3 .. 70  3.77 
3.75  2.92 
9-83  ~.68 
26.77  10  .. 98 
8,36 
1;80  2.22 
2  .. 00  2  79 
2.11  3.3~ 
2.58  ~-~~ 
3~01  5.1~ 
3.51  ()!:-::· 
.( • 2 2  7 .  ~  ':. 
5.£4  9.?! 
7 . (-. 9  1 ?  '  :  ~· 
!3.23  1C. ~~ ;  '('  ' . 
/  .  ..,, 
-r 
·- 83-
~  v  _  _!?r_~g_e·  ann  u a 1  co  !?_!._~-~--b~i_Lh___~-~---~  s -~ 
p e  _  _x::~  ~-~--!_~ g e  of  g r ·o s s  do  m  e s t_i_~  ~<?-~-'!-~!  __  I? e r 
head_of  population  - 1975 
---------------
c ,. -- r-•::;y 
""-~-~·  J..  .-. ..  J... 
nEuau:.:  2.91 
. 
r 
DE::.:AF.K  -
ffi.Al~CE  4.21 
f'SD.  IE?.  G~_i,:;.!~Y  4.26 
IF.2LA!\!>  5-15 
\ 
ITALY  5-01 
I 
LtJXl::-:BOURG 
~  2.88 
1"3T".tiERIJ-.KDS  5-77 
UNITED  KTI~GDOK  2.64 
-. 
,Average  4.10 
A·  persons  belo~ retirement a&e• 
B·  Perso!:.s  of 9r over retirenent age 
V/48(80)-EN 
SCHEDULE  5 
13 
8.79  -
~ 
-
.8~03 
e.so 
f 
11 ~05 
8.67 
6.79 
'>. 
11.14 
7.13 
8.35 